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¢ Law Enforcement Act of 1994 (PL. 103-322), provides for Law Enforcement and
Al Prosecution Grants to states under Chapter 2 of the Safe Streets Act. The grants are
“to assist States, Indian tribal governments, and units of local government to develop and
strengthen effective law enforcement and prosecution strategies to combat violent crimes
against women, and to develop and strengthen victim services in cases involving violent
crimes against women.”

This report documents federal and state activities and accomplishments in the second
year of implementing the resulting “STOP Violence Against Women” formula grants pro-
gram. It was developed under a competitively awarded grant from the National Institute of
Justice to prov1de a basis for reporting on the progress and impact of the program.
Information in the report is based on interviews conducted during site visits to 12 states and
on statistical analysis of information provided by the state STOP administrators for all of the
subgrants awarded with the first year of STOP funding (FY 1995).

States find the STOP grants easy to use, and appreciate the amount of
technical assistance available from OJP and the STOP-TA Project.

State STOP coordinators report that STOP applications are straightforward and clear com-
pared to other federal grant programs. They, and their planning group members, greatly
appreciate the flexibility with which the program is being administered, and have had very
favorable interactions with staff from the federal Office of Justice Programs (O]P), which
administers the grants in the U.S. Department of Justice. Unlike many federal formula grant
‘programs, OJP has committed resources to technical assistance activities with two goals: (1)
building the capacity of state STOP coordinators to be effective planners and grant adminis-
trators; and (2) identifying and disseminating promising practices so all states may learn
about and benefit from each other’s successes. In general, those who have received technical
assistance materials or attended technical assistance meetings and consultations conducted by

the STOP-TA Project have found them extremely helpful.
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OJP acted quickly to get the FY 1996 and FY 1997 STOP funding
“on the streets,” although the timing of the FY 1996 distribution was
delayed by late passage of FY 1996 appropriations.

Once Congress passed the FY 1996 appropriation for the Department of Justice in April
1996, without which OJP was unable to spend the FY 1996 STOP funds, the office acted
promptly to distribute applications. To decrease delay, it rolled the apphcatlon and the imple-
mentation plan into one step rather than the two steps used in FY 1995, but time available to
complete the application was still tight. OJP’s FY 1997 STOP appropriation was passed in
September 1996. It carried with it the stipulation that the money be in states” hands within
60 days of passage. To meet this time frame, OJP could only give states two weeks to submit
their application after receiving it. No planreview or modifications were possible within this
time frame, and OJP waived that requirement. State STOP administrators felt that these time
constraints did not allow enough time for them to prepare for their FY 1997 STOP activities
in a thoughtful or well-reasoned way.

The STOP planning and grantmaking process is beginning to change

interactions among law enforcement, prosecution, and nonprofit,
nnnnd)ornmpnfrl] victim cpmnr‘p rlapnmpc

IOU’PSUV

Historically, relationships among law enforcement, prosecution, and victim service agencies
in many states and communities have been distant or contentious, with little perceived com-
mon ground. VAWA is structured to change this dynamic by bringing the parties together,
initially as part of planning for STOP, and subsequently as joint or cooperating actors in
responding to violence against women. In most of the 12 site visit states, people interviewed
felt that “all the players were at the table” and that the STOP planning process created an
environment for increased mutual understanding and coordinated program development.
This was the first ume that such inclusive interactions occurred in several of these states. In
addition, some states used their first-year STOP funds to develop an interest in and capacity
for collaborative program development in local communities throughout the state. The
process of change is likely to be a long one, however, as many people interviewed during site
visits also described situations at both the state and local levels in which one or more parties
were not interested in participating, or had not been invited to participate by the lead agency.
Most state STOP coordinators continue their efforts to bring all players into the process
through planning and grantmaking activities. Opening up communication is seen as the first
step in a process whose long-term goal is collaboration to develop effective community sys-
tems that will reduce violence against women.

Lead agencies with a bistory of involvement in issues related to
violence against women were most adept at strategic planning for
STOP funding, but many other agencies learned quickly.

Lead agencies were most likely to follow an effective strategic planning process for use of the

STOP funds if they had been respon51ble for policy related to reducing violence against
women for a number of years. Several site visit states had long-standing policy forums for
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directing state efforts to reduce violence against women. They were able to hit the ground
running when the STOP funds arrived, as they had already invested years in assessing needs
and developing priorities. The lead agencies in several other states did not have this history
but nevertheless very quickly developed an inclusive approach that produced a comprehen-
sive plan that they proceeded to follow with considerable success. However, some lead agen-
cies could benefit from more technical assistance aimed at helping them develop a long-term
strategy for the use of STOP funding.

The process of soliciting STOP subgrant applications and selecting
subgrants for award varied greatly from state to state.

Soliciting Subgrant Applications. States varied greatly in how they carried out the STOP sub-
grant solicitation and award process. Some wrote very specific requests for proposals that
paralleled elements in their implementation plans, while others wrote very general requests
for proposals. The more specific the requests, the more states were likely to get proposals to
do the things they thought were most important. Most states visited distributed their first
requests for STOP proposals widely and to a great many types of agencies. In subsequent
solicitations these states used what they learned in their first efforts to spread the net even
more broadly. However, the lead agencies in a couple of site visit states limited their distrib-
ution to criminal justice agencies, and nonprofit nongovernmental victim service agencies had
to find out about the money on their own.

Evaluating and Selecting Subgrant Applications. Some states clearly stated the criteria and pro-
cedures they would use for rating proposals; others did not. Many states used their stated cri-
teria and followed their procedures to choose the subgrants that received awards. The states
without clear criteria or specification of procedures were less likely to choose subgrants in a
systematic way. Some lead agencies saw their role and the role of others in the planning group
as equal, and abided by the decisions or recommendations of the group; others took the input
of the planning group as advisory only and made their own final decisions about what to
fund. In a few states initial choices for what to fund through the STOP program were
changed by officials higher up in the department administering the program, in the gover-
nor’s office, or in the state legislature.

State laws waiving filing fees for protection/restraining orders, waiving
charges for evidentiary examinations in sexual assault cases, or estab-
lishing full faith and credit for protection/restraining orders issued by
other jurisdictions were mostly in place, but implementation often lags

 far behind.

States had laws on the books as required by VAWA; some of these were passed recently as a
result of VAWA requirements. However, people we interviewed identified a number of prob-
lems with how these laws were implemented. Most states appeared to experience an occa-
sional problem of implementation, and problems were widespread in some states. With
respect to filing fee waivers, one or two judges in every state and a fair number of judges in
some states refused to waive these fees. Further, women experienced considerable problems
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in every state with the expenses of having the order served, even if the fee to file it was waived.
The laws generally did not cover serving the order on the batterer. People interviewed in a
number of states cited consistent difficulties with payments for evidentiary exams in sexual
assault cases. The mechanisms reported to pose the most difficulty for the woman were those
that required her to apply for reimbursement of costs. According to those interviewed, many
administrative difficulties surround the implementation of full faith and credit for protec-
tion/restraining orders. The biggest problems are with information—the absence of data sys-
tems that allow police and judges to learn about the existence and terms of orders from other
jurisdictions, whether in-state or out-of-state.

People interviewed on site visits identified many barriers to effective

use of the civil and criminal legal systems, and gaps in services which
STOP funds might be used to remedy.

Statutes and Their Enforcement. Site visit interviewees felt that many officials in their states,
in all parts of the justice system, still hold attitudes and beliefs that interfere with the sys-
tematic application of the law in cases of violence against women. Another difficulty men-
tioned frequently across the site visit states was that many judges, prosecutors, and sheriffs
could continue to win election to their posts even though they ignored changes in the laws
related to violence against women, and that because they were elected it was impossible to
hold them accountable for failure to follow the law (appointment for life, in the case of
judges in one site visit state, made accountability even more difficult). In some of the states
visited, domestic violence cases are processed in judicial or magisterial districts with appoint-
ed judges or magistrates who are not required to have any legal background to hold their
posts. These conditions mean that the law as written often is not the law as practiced.

Training. Many gaps in training were mentioned during site visits. Training is best for new
recruits in law enforcement, where considerable progress has been made in developing cur-
ricula related to violence against women. Gaps still exist for veteran officers, since many
states do not have mandatory in-service training on these topics. Training for judges was
mentioned everywhere as a serious problem, as it is not required in most of the states visit-
ed. Civilian personnel in law enforcement (e.g., dispatchers) and nonjudicial court staff (e.g.,
clerks) also were mentioned frequently as needing training in both procedures and attitude.

Victim Services. In every state visited, people interviewed described serious gaps in victim ser-
vices. Even for services such as battered women’s shelters in states where every county is
nominally in the catchment area of at least one shelter, available service levels are not able to
meet demand. Other services are even less available. Gaps mentioned in specific types of ser-
vices include post-crisis services that meet the need for longer-term support for battered
women and sexual assault Victims, and services for -children in households where domestic
violence 1s present. Gaps in service coverage for many groups of women were commonly
cited, including lack of services for women in rural areas, minority women in urban areas, and
women from different language communities.

Structural and Political Barriers. Difficulties in implementing programs or achieving consis-
tent enforcement of laws and policies was made more difficult, in the eyes of many people
interviewed during site visits, by political arrangements. Large numbers of law enforcement,
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prosecution, and judicial districts sometimes made it difficult to effect change for a whole
city, county, or region, and in all parts of the system. Agreement to adopt new procedures or
to develop new cooperative arrangements was often spotty, with some units participating in
changes and others not doing so.

Data System Gaps. Lack of computer systems both within and across disciplines makes com-
munication and coordination difficult. Even when some elements of the justice system are
computerized, more often than not the different systems cannot link together to share infor-
mation. In a number of states visited, it is nearly impossible for judges in one court to find out
about cases going on in a different court, even when they involve the same victim or incident.

STOP funds were allocated with close attention to VAWA’s
requirements, and served the people intended.

In all, states awarded 765 subgrants with FY 1995 STOP funds. The average amount per
STOP subgrant was about $26,000. Nonprofit, nongovernmental victim service agencies
received 38 percent of the funds, followed by prosecution agencies, which received 24 per-
cent, and law enforcement agencies, which received 16 percent. Other governmental agencies
(e.g., courts, corrections, public victim service agencies, and state statistical agencies) and pri-
vate agencies (e.g., universities) also received some funding.

VAWA requires that 25 percent of STOP funding go to nonprofit, nongovernmental
agencies for direct victim services, 25 percent to law enforcement, and 25 percent to prose-
cution, with the remainder available for states to use at their discretion to reduce violence
against women. Women victims of violence were the direct beneficiaries of the largest share
of grants, followed by victim service agencies, law enforcement agencies, prosecutors’ offices,
and the judiciary. Other less common direct beneficiaries of first-year STOP funding were
the general public, corrections, health agencies, and children. More than half the projects (58
percent) intended to serve more than one type of beneficiary (e.g., by providing training for
law enforcement, prosecution, and the courts).

Direct victim services and training for law enforcement officers and

prosecutors were the biggest funding categories using the FY 1995
STOP funds.

VAWA supulates seven purpose areas for which STOP funds can be used. States gave the
most to direct victim services, both in terms of number of subgrants (60 percent) and amount
of funds (39 percent). Training for law enforcement and prosecution was next, with 28 per-
cent of the subgrants and 26 percent of the monies. Special law enforcement or prosecution
units for domestic violence and/or sexual assault, policy development for law enforcement or
prosecution, and data and communication services each received about 10 percent of the
funds. The purpose areas receiving the least support and the fewest grants were programs
addressing stalking and programs addressing the needs of Indian tribes, which together
absorbed 3 percent of the first-year STOP funds.

The Urban Institute 8  xi
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Domestic violence received far more funding, through more subgrants, than did sexual
assault; stalking received very little attention, except as it was considered a part of domestic
violence or sexual assault projects. Forty-seven percent of the subgrants focused only on
domestic violence, 13 percent were used exclusively for sexual assault, 23 percent expected to
cover both needs, and 8 percent addressed all three types of crime. Domestic violence was
thus the focus, alone or in combination, of over three-quarters of the grants.

Less than half of the first-year STOP funds were used to support subgrants for under-
served populations. Typically, the communities targeted by these subgrants were rural, but a
small number of projects focused on highly distressed urban neighborhoods.

Evaluation activities need to receive more attention from state
- §TOP coordinators and subgrantees; technical assistance will belp a
great deal.

About half of the subgrantees described something about their plans for evaluation as part of
their Subgrant Award Report. These plans more often fell under the heading of performance
monitoring than of outcome evaluation. Several barriers to evaluating STOP grants emerged
from site visits to 12 states, including a lack of understanding about evaluation and how to
do it and the lack of data systems needed to gather evaluative information. State coordinators
and subgrantees will need a good deal of technical assistance in designing and executing use-
ful evaluations of program impact if we are to learn as much as possible about what STOP
accomplished and how its goals should be pursued in the future.

Next year’s report will include the first indicators of how STOP
funding is impacting victims of violence against women.

During the coming year, Urban Institute researchers will analyze STOP subgrant activity
funded with FY 1996 and FY 1997 funds, and impacts on victims and services for the FY 1995
and possibly some FY 1996 subgrants. Urban Institute and four other NIJ-funded evaluation
research groups will design and begin to implement national evaluations of particularly
promising activities being supported with STOP funds. Finally, the Urban Institute will
assemble materials from all of the STOP evaluation researchers to create an Evaluation
Guidebook for use by state STOP coordinators and subgrantees, including options for how
to structure evaluations and how to measure the outcomes of most interest to subgrantees,

OJP, and Congress.
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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

To

Recommendation

OJP

10:

19:
20:

Finish and distribute the Subgrant Award Report forms as soon as possible (p. 15).

Take immediate action to create and distribute the Subgrant Award Statistical Summary
and the Annual Performance Report for state STOP coordinators (p. 15).

Increase monitoring of states and lead agencies to assure that planning is collaborative,
inclusive, thoughtful, and thorough, that it includes feedback loops from year to year on
what is working and what is not, and that plans are modified accordingly (p. 28).
Increase the examples of good practice it provides to states in the areas of preparing state
plans, performance reports, conducting evaluations, providing effective leadership, pro-
moting collaboration, and assuring participation for small agencies, especially those able
to reach underserved populations (p. 29). _

Increase assistance to states to identify promising practices to correct gaps in implemen-
tation of laws waiving fees for filing protection or restraining orders in domestic violence
cases and evidentiary exams in sexual assault cases (p. 33).

Continue to encourage use of STOP funds to develop the databases that would support

full faith and credit (p. 33).

Continue helping state STOP coordinators to understand both the breadth and the limi-
tations of their options under VAWA (p. 41).

Clarify how states should classify subgrants in relation to the 25/25/25 split (p. 60).
Provide guidance on using in-kind resources to meet the STOP match requirement

(p. 61).

OJP
and
STOP-TA
Project

11:

Give extensive guidance to subgrantees in successful methods and programs for reaching
underserved populations (p. 42).

12 through 16: Identify and disseminate information about promising programs and practices

focused on:
Offering victims post-crisis, longer-term support (p. 42),

Supporting the efforts of small and/or rural organizations, including statewide pro-
grams offering technical assistance and local collaborations and coordinating councils

(p. 42),

B Working with male and female youth toward preventing another generation of women
who experience physical and sexual violence (p. 43),

@ Stalking (p. 44), and

@ Meeting the needs of American Indian women, both on and off reservations (p. 43).

OJP and

18. Conunue and intensify efforts to improve state and subgrantee evaluation capacity, includ-
NIJ ing both techniques and the development of fruitful relationships with evaluators (p. 60).
State STOP |1: Complete a comprehensive plan revision halfway through the STOP program period, to
Coordinators accompany the FY 1998 application (p. 14).
7:  Identify gaps in legal language and in implementation of laws stipulating waiver of filing
fees for protection orders and fees for forensic examinations in sexual assault cases
(p. 33).
AE['I] ?ndtNI] 17: Focus evaluation studies on the activities and service system changes of most interest to
ga uat won state STOP coordinators and subgrantees (p. 60).
rantees
Congress 2:  Allow OJP adequate time for the grantmaking process. A minimum of 120 days is

required (p. 14).
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CHAPTER1

Law Enforcement Act of 1994 (PL. 103-322), provides for Law Enforcement and

Prosecution Grants to states under Chapter 2 of the Safe Streets Act. The grants have
been designated the STOP (Services, Training, Officers, Prosecutors) grants by their federal
administrator, the Department of Justice’s Violence Against Women Grants Office
(VAWGO) in the Office of Justice Programs (OJP). They are “to assist States, Indian tribal
governments, and units of local government to develop and strengthen effective law enforce-
ment and prosecution strategies to combat violent crimes against women, and to develop and
strengthen victim services in cases involving violent crimes against women.”

The Violence Against Women Act (VAWA), Title IV of the Violent Crime Control and

This report assesses the progress and accomplishments of the STOP program through
January 1997, as required by VAWA. It covers the second year of STOP program authoriza-
tion. The Urban Institute was selected competitively by the National Institute of Justice
(NIJ) under authority from the Attorney General to evaluate the STOP grant program and
prepare this report. Following a brief summary of the first-year STOP report, submitted to
Congress on March 29, 1996, this chapter describes the evaluation activities during 1996, dis-
cusses the justice system and victim services environment existing before VAWA, and pre-
sents an overview of Chapters 2 through 5.

SUMMARY OF THE 1996 REPORT

The 1996 Report to Congress on the first year of STOP grant activity summarized the

history and motivation behind the Violence Against Women Act, and presented brief
histories of developments in the fields of domestic violence and sexual assault along
with current issues in both fields. It described VAWA’s focuses on law enforcement, prose-
cution, and victim services and the seven purpose areas specified by the Act, noting special
legislative emphases on reaching populations underserved because of race, culture, ethnicity,
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oor language and on reaching geographically 1solated communities. It also summarized how
OJP handled the administrative steps necessary to distribute the STOP funds as quickly as
possible.

The 1996 Report to Congress focused on state implementation plans. In these plans,
states told OJP how they expected to implement their STOP formula grants, described their
planning processes and state needs, and articulated their probable uses of 1995 STOP funds.
Some of the plans revealed quite sophisticated attention to needs assessment and strategic
planning for using STOP funds to gain the maximum benefit. However, many of these first-
year plans lacked specificity about what the state intended to do and why it elected to sup-
port particular activities. Fewer than half of the states conducted a needs assessment prior to
developing their plans. Most states convened a planning committee that included representa-
tives from the three STOP focus areas (law enforcement, prosecution, and nonprofit, non-
governmental victim services); many included representatives of other systems, such as the
courts, corrections, health and social services, and elected officials.

Most states adhered closely to the legisla-
Most states adbered closely to the tively required distribution of support, giving at

legislatively required distribution least-25 percent each to law enforcement, pros-

ecution, and nonprofit, nongovernmental vic-
of support to law enforcement A Profit, nong :

tim services (the remaining 25 percent was dis-
prOS@C%th?’l dﬂa noinO]llf

] . cretionary). Victim services was the area most
nongovernmental victim services. likely to receive an allocation greater than 25

percent. The 1996 Report also summarized
state intentions with respect. to funding the seven purpose areas. Victim services and training
for law enforcement and prosecution staff were the most consistently funded (55 and 52 of
the 56 states and territories receiving STOP funding, respectively); helping Indian tribes and
addressing stalking issues were the least likely to be funded (12 and 8 states, respectively).
State implementation plans for 1995 contained very little information about how the states
intended to reach underserved populations, what their timetable was for distributing STOP
funds to subgrantees, how they intended to evaluate the impact of STOP funding, or how the
funding was to be distributed among domestic violence, sexual assault, and stalking activities.

1996 Ur

7 uring 1996 the Urban Institute completed the 1996 Report on STOP activities,
B worked with OJP to design subgrant reporting forms, designed and conducted site
¢ visits to 12 states, conducted analyses of state information for the 1997 Report, and
coordinated a variety of evaluation activities related to the STOP grants.

BAN INSTITUTE EVALUATION ACTIVITIES

State Site Visits

The Urban Institute conducted site visits to 12 states to learn more about the process of
STOP grant implementation and issues of special interest to NIJ, OJB and Congress.

2 The Urban Institute




Introduction

Planning for the visits occurred in June and July, with the visits themselves taking place from
August through November. Findings from these visits appear throughout this report.

The 12 states are New York, Massachusetts, and Vermont in the Northeast; North
Carolina, Kentucky, and Texas in the South; Indiana, Minnesota, and Kansas in the Midwest;
and California, Nevada, and Colorado in the West. These were selected to provide represen-
tation across:

B Geographical region,

# Type of lead agency, and

[ Subgrant purpose area.

Additional criteria included:

Having all subgrants awarded at least by July 1996, and

Having a broadly inclusive STOP planning committee, with representation from some
sectors 1n addition to law enforcement, prosecution, and victim services.

The group of states selected included one lead agency in public safety/law enforcement,
two in prosecution, one in victim services, and eight in a state or governor’s planning agency
with a criminal justice focus. Most states awarded subgrants in the purpose areas of training,
special units in law enforcement and prosecution agencies, policies and procedures, and vic-
tim services, so information about subgrants in these areas would be available regardless of
which states were selected for visits. In order to cover all the purpose areas, the 12 states
included some that made awards for data collection mechanisms (most commonly, develop-
ing computerized systems with statewide potential), gave grants related to stalking, and/or
provided assistance to Indian tribes with state STOP funds.

Site visits generally lasted three days, and involved teams of two researchers. Interviews
were conducted with:

J The state STOP grant coordinator and often with others in the same office who had
STOP responsibilities,

Four to six members of the STOP planning or advisory group,

Representatives of victim service and advocacy programs who were not on the planning
group, and

Several subgrant recipients working in law enforcement, prosecution, and victim services.

Interviews covered the following topics related to implementation of the STOP grants (a
copy of the interview guide is provided in Appendix C):

The planning process,

Federal legislative and administrative requirements and supports,
The subgrant award process,

Evaluation plans and needs, and

Gaps in services, laws, and practices; and barriers to full legal remedies and social supports.
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Analysis of the 1995 Subgrant Awards

The analysis of the FY 1995 subgrants is based on reports submitted by the states, supple-
mented as needed by descriptions provided by OJP staff. For FY 1995 subgrants, OJP asked
states to submit descriptive information voluntarily on a Subgrant Award Report (SAR) form
that was then in draft form. Of the 55 states and territories (hereafter, “states”) that had
awarded their subgrants by December 31, 1996, 38 completed these forms for all or most of
their subgrants." For the remaining states, project managers in OJP wrote brief summaries of
subgrant actions. The SARs contained descrlptlons of many important subgrant characterls-
tics; however, the project manager summaries contained less information.

We developed a database with this information. The SARs for 40 states cover 90 percent
or more of their FY 1995 spending on subgrants. The remaining states submitted SARs cov-
ering smaller shares of their subgrant spending. In constructing the database, five Urban -
Institute staff with extensive experience on this project, including multiple site visits, coded
SARs and program manager descriptions. The percentage of subgrants coded by a single statf
member ranged from 18 (2 percent) to 383 (51 percent). Analyses of these data give a picture
of STOP grant activity that is national in scope and covers most of what the states did with
their 1995 STOP funds. Many of the findings in Chapter 4 of this report are based on these
data, making this report the first opportunity for Congress and other interested parties to
learn what is being accomplished throughout the United States with STOP funding.

In FY 1996 and subsequent years, OJP will require states to submit SARs for all sub-
grants, which will provide data for more complete descriptions of all activities funded under
STOP. Urban Institute staff worked with OJP during spring 1996 to develop a draft Subgrant
Award Report. We were aware that some aspects of STOP administration were confusing and
wanted to help make the forms as clear as possible so the information collected would be
appropriate and accurate. Suggestions from the states led to final revisions. The form has
been computerized and is available through OJP’s Internet linkage.

Coordination of STOP Evaluation Activities

NIJ and OJPB, working together, are committed to learning as much as possible about the
STOP grant process, and about the ultimate impact of the STOP grants for increasing
women’s safety and quality of life and for holding offenders accountable. As part of the eval-
uvation grant, Urban Institute staff are writing an evaluation guidebook geared specifically to
the needs of STOP grantees and subgrantees. The guidebook, to be completed in the sum-
mer of 1997, will walk a project manager or state grantee through the evaluation process, help
states identify and measure important outcomes, and provide suggestions for data collection.

Four other evaluation grants sponsored by NIJ in 1996 are assessing the impact of STOP
grants in specific areas. The impact of grants for law enforcement and prosecution is being
evaluated by the Institute for Law and Justice; grants for victims services by the American
Bar Association in collaboration with New York City’s Victim Services Agency; grants to
support improved data collection and communication by the National Center for State
Courts; and Indian tribal grants by the University of Arizona, Department of Indian Affairs.
The four 1996 evaluation grants began in October 1996. The Urban Institute serves as the
overall coordinator of these four grants and its own evaluation work to assure that the
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combined activities of the five national-level STOP evaluations cover the important issues,
contribute significant knowledge to the field, and build on each other rather than duplicating
efforts. In November 1996, the new grantees met with staff of the national evaluation at the
Urban Institute to discuss evaluation goals and to divide the work appropriately among the
grantees. '

OJP is promoting STOP grantee and subgrantee evaluation efforts through its coopera-
tive agreement with the Pennsylvania Coalition Against Domestic Violence to support tech-
nical assistance to state STOP coordinators and subgrantees through a project called the
STOP-TA Project. Urban Institute staff are working with staff from the STOP-TA Project
to introduce the idea of evaluation to state STOP grantees, to identify the outcomes or
impacts of STOP activities that practitioners think are important to measure, and to help the
STOP-TA Project develop expertise in evaluation so it can offer technical assistance on these
matters.

CONTEXT FOR AcTIVITIES UNDER VAWA

ny evaluation of the impact of new federal legislation must take into consideration the
environment that existed before the legislation, especially if the legislation authorizes
activities that are expected to change
that environment in significant ways. The

Violence Against Women Act contains very bi ]
ambitious goals for changing the environment €97 tains very ambitious 804 s for

in which women victimized by violence must changing the environment in
live and seek help. For the first time, it places in w[nch women pzctzmzzea’ by
federal legislation the recognition that women violence must live and seek help-
victims of violent crimes face common barriers
to legal protection, not the least of which is the lack of communication and cooperation
among sectors of the j Justice system and between these sectors and the agencies that provide
direct services to victims.

The Violence Against Women Act

The four subtitles of the Violence Against Women Act—the Safe Streets Act, Safe Homes
for Women, Civil Rights for Women and Equal Justice for Women in the Courts, and
Protections for Battered Immigrant Women and Children—target domestic violence, sexual
assault, stalking, and protection against gender-motivated violence. The Act recognizes that
problems exist with current laws, rules of evidence, and the policies and procedures of law
enforcement and prosecution agencies and the courts. It creates new offenses and tougher
penalties, mandates victim restitution, and begins system reforms that will, for example,
shield victims during prosecution and increase consistency in sentencing. Recognizing that
attitudinal change and knowledge are essential to practical implementation of legal reforms,
VAWA authorizes support for prevention, education, and training, and the development of
systems for maintaining records on violent incidents and perpetrators and improving com-
munication within the justice system.
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1997 REPORT: EVALUATION OF THE STOP FORMULA GRANTS

In addition, a major emphasis in VAWA implementation is placed on developing or
improving collaborative relationships among justice systems and victim-serving agencies. This
emphasis on collaboration is key to the probable long-term ability of the legislation to bring
about system change. Historically; in many states and communities the relationships among
these agencies have been distant or contentious, with little perceived common ground. VAWA
is structured to bring the parties together, with the hope that they can find new approaches
that ultimately will reduce violence against women and the trauma it produces.

OVERVIEW OF THiS REPORT

hapter 2 of this report describes federal activities and accomplishments during 1996
and summarizes information from intensive site visits to 12 states about state
responses to federal activities. Chapter 3 uses the site visit findings to describe how
states have implemented the STOP grants, including their planning processes, comphance
with legislative mandates, gaps in services, and barriers to accomphshmg STOP goals.
Chapter 4 reports how states are using the STOP funding, based on analysis of subgrant
award reports for all 765 subgrants plus findings from the site visits. Chapter 5 concludes

WlUl a IUUl& d ad to STODP evaluation activities an
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—g~The Violence Against Women Grants Office in the Office of Justice Programs (OJP)

L poses of the Violence Against Women Act. Far more than most federal offices admin-
istering formula grants, OJP has taken many actions to build system capacity and promote -

changes in state and local practice that promise to improve outcomes for women victims of
~ violence. As detailed in this chapter, OJP has invested in training and technical assistance for
state STOP coordinators, state planning group members, and STOP subgrantees. This
investment shows an intent to give the local actors running STOP programs as much help as
possible to do a good job and accomplish program goals. In addition, OJP has been prompt
in its administration of VAWA funds, responsive to grantee and subgrantee questions and
problems, and extremely cooperative with the evaluation team. Some VAWA funds are being
administered by the National Institute of Justice to support evaluations of the impact of
STOP grants on women’s safety and quality of life and on offender accountability. Evaluation
results will provide feedback that can further strengthen the program.

Many suggestions and recommendations for OJP made in this and the following chapters
are offered in a supportive mode—to increase even further the responsiveness and relevance
of OJP’s assistance to state coordinators and subgrantees.

has shown a serious commitment to making the STOP formula grants serve the pur- .
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FEDERAL ACTIONS ON THE 1996 STOP GRANTS

OJP’s STOP Application and Award Process

OJP has been exceptionally effective in awarding the state STOP grants in a timely fashion,
given the constraints of the Federal budget process. The administration of the STOP grants
in 1996 was dramatically affected by delays in

The administration of the STOP budget approval related to the late-1995 gov-
ants in 1996 was dramatically ernment shutdowns and extended. negotia-
i}e cted by delays in congressiona ] tions between Congress and the White House

2 o to reach a final budget compromise. Grant-
action on FY 1996 appropriations. making activities that would normally have

begun in October 1995, shortly after the
beginning of FY 1996, were delayed until spring 1996 because OJP could not act while fund-
ing depended on continuing resolutions. The following schedule of awards resulted:

April 30 Congress passed the 1996 VAWA budget.
May 20 OJP mailed 1996 STOP application kits to the states.

May 28-July 1 OJP accepted 1996 state submissions on a rolling basis.
Aug-Sept. OJP awarded 51 of the 56 1996 STOP grants.
October 3, 1996 O]JP awarded the remaining five 1996 STOP grants.

Thus, the 1996 STOP grants were on the streets within five months of the time when oJp”
received its STOP budget from Congress. The process was faster than in the first year
because each state’s second-year (FY 1996) implementation plan was included as part of its
1996 application instead of requiring two distinct stages as in 1995. This also meant that no
special conditions or delays limiting the states’ access to funds were attached to the awards.

Congress passed the fiscal 1997 VAWA budget on September 30, 1996, before all of the
FY 1996 VAWA funds had been distributed. As part of the conference report attached to the
bill appropriating these funds, Congress directed OJP to award the 1997 STOP grants with-
in 60 days of budget passage. This resulted in the following schedule of awards:

Sept. 30 The FY 1997 VAWA budget passed.

Oct. 11 OJP faxed 1997 STOP grant applications to the states. To streamline
the application process to meet this congressional deadline, OJP did
not require the states to submit a third-year (FY 1997) implementation
plan. Rather, OJP deemed the 1996 implementation plan operable
through the 1997 fiscal year.

Oct. 25 1997 STOP applications were due, 14 days after states received them.

Oct. 25-Nov. 30 OJP made 53 of the 56 1997 awards during this five-week period.
American Samoa, Guam, and the Northern Mariana Islands did not
submit their 1997 STOP applications until January-February 1997.
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This schedule meant that states received their 1996 and their 1997 STOP grant allocations
at almost the same time and had very little time to plan for the third-year funding.

Interactions of State STOP Grantees and OJP Grant Managers

A good part of the job of OJP grant managers is to provide direct technical assistance to state
STOP coordinators. OJP staff are in frequent telephone contact with the coordinators to
help them implement their STOP grants and to monitor each state’s award. Some states
require almost daily communication with OJP for short periods of time. Ongoing telephone
dialogue has centered on queries and issues such as the following:

%

B How can children benefit from this program?
Can men be assisted with these funds and, if so, how?

Can these grant dollars be used to purchase certain equipment that is necessary to
implement a state’s program?

How can a state reach out to underserved populations? and

How can the state promote collaboration among the law enforcement, prosecution,
and nonprofit, nongovernmental victim services communities?

OJP staff members also help state coordinators classify their subgrants correctly as law
enforcement, prosecution, nonprofit, nongovernmental victim services, and/or discretionary
projects. OJP staff also review all awarded subgrants to ensure compliance with VAWA statu-
- tory requirements. Additionally, OJP staff members respond frequently to state STOP coor-
dinators” requests for information about potential innovative approaches to deterring vio-
lence against women.

OJP’s Cooperative Agreements for Technical Assistance

OJP uses cooperative agreements as part of its strategy to stimulate changes in the culture of
police and prosecution agencies and the courts that will benefit women victims of violence who
have contact with these agencies. During 1996 OJP continued to support technical assistance
to the STOP grantees and subgrantees through several cooperative agreements. The American
Prosecutors Research Institute received a cooperative agreement to conduct four workshops
for prosecutors who have received STOP subgrants. These workshops focused on state-of-the-
art procedures for handling domestic violence and sexual assault cases. The International
Association of Chiefs of Police received a cooperative agreement to gather information about
the incidence of domestic violence among police officers, and subsequently to hold five region-
al workshops to help develop innovative, effective approaches to reducing domestic violence of
police personnel toward family members. The International Association of Chiefs of Police also
received funds to sponsor a national Family Violence Summit. The Police Executive Research
Forum (PERF) received a cooperative agreement to develop a curriculum for training police
trainers and others on the subject of community policing and violence against women. The cur-
riculum is intended to focus both on prevention and on improved crime-solving with incidents
of violence against women. In addition, the STOP-TA Project received a second cooperative .
agreement to continue its technical assistance activities, which are described below.
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The STOP-TA Project’s Technical Assistance Activities

To help state STOP administrators and subgrantees learn about new approaches and prac-
tices, OJP has established the STOP-TA Project. The TA Project is based in Washington,
D.C., although it is officially a unit of the Pennsylvania Coalition Against Domestic Violence.
The TA Project’s activities during its first year (1995) included assisting OJP in holding the
July 1995 State Grantee Conference in Washington, D.C., and organizing two on-site con-
sultations for state implementation planning committees in Quincy, Massachusetts, and
Seattle, Washington. These activities were described in the 1996 STOP Grants Report to
Congress.

During the TA Project’s second year of funding, it organized three more on-site consul-
tations, conducted three “promising practices” focus groups, and offered direct technical
assistance when requested by individual state grantees and subgrantees. Other TA Project
activities supported by its second-year funding, but outside the time frame of this report,
include the organization of two regional meetings for state STOP administrators, the first of
which was held in February 1997 in Orlando, Florida, and the second of which is scheduled
for Salt Lake City, Utah, in April 1997.

On-Site Consultations—San Diego and Duluth

Part of OJP’s technical assistance strategy is to provide mentoring experiences tor state
STOP coordinators through contacts with programs and communities that have developed»

: innovative strategies to combat violence against
The on-site consultations gwe women. During 1996 the STOP-TA project

attendees the chance to see in arranged for state grantees to attend intensive

action all the elements of a coordi- On('fllt)e Tor;fuﬁ‘.“ons ‘tn S:n F‘ego’ bCalifc;}rlma,
. an ulut mnesota, to learn abou 0s¢e
nated community response to ’ ’

- : communities’ coordinated responses to domes-
violence against women. s '
tic violence. Forty-seven representatives of 14
states attended the San Diego consultation.
Thirty-nine representatives from 15 states and three Indian tribes attended the Duluth con-
sultation. A fifth on-site consultation will take place in Rhode Island in April 1997. This con-
sultation will focus on both domestic violence and sexual assault.

The on-site consultations give attendees the chance to see in action all the elements of a
coordinated community response to violence against women. Attendees are able to see how
the system works, hear formal presentations, ask questions, observe agency activities direct-
ly, and share their experiences and home-state implementation issues with other attendees
and the conference organizers.

By the end of the Rhode Island consultation, almost all of the states will have participat-
ed in one of the five initial on-site consultations. The TA Project hopes to offer several more
such consultations throughout 1997, including several with a focus on underserved popula-
tions such as rural women or women of color.
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Pinising Practices Focus Groups

The OJP technical assistance strategy includes identifying and disseminating information
about promising practices to state and local jurisdictions. To this end, the STOP-TA Project
held three meetings in January 1997 focused on 1dentifying promising practices in the areas
of domestic violence, sexual assault, and stalking. Each meeting began by identifying issues
for which good practices were needed in the areas of victim services, law enforcement, pros-
ecution, and coordinated community response. After identifying the highest priority issues,
participants identified promising practices already in existence and described them in detail
using a systematic set of criteria supplied by the STOP-TA Project. The STOP-TA Project
will use the results of these conferences as the basis for technical assistance manuals and
materials. New promising practices will be added as they are identified. The STOP-TA
Project will actively disseminate all promising practices identified at these conferences, giv-
ing all STOP grantees access to the most up-to-date information about what appears to be
working around the country.

Technical Assistance to Individual State Grantees and Subgrantees

OJP sees access to information as important for state STOP coordinators and subgrantees

and supports it through the STOP-TA Project, which offers technical assistance to individ-

ual state grantees and subgrantees in a variety of formats. The TA Project supports a toll-free

800 number for telephone consultations, provides written materials, makes referrals upon

request to national experts or peers in other communities, and shares promising program

models with anyone who calls. The Project also offers analysis on issues emerging from the
’:;i'r'nplementatiqﬁ of VAWA.
D (

NIJ’s Resedrch Agenda Supporting the STOP Program

The National Institute of Justice receives funds from OJP to conduct research supporting
the purposes of the STOP program. These funds are intended to foster partnerships between
the practitioner and the research communities to produce technically competent research
data that are relevant and useful to practitioners. The FY 1996 research awards fell into two
areas, the first of which received the major portion of funds: (1) conducting impact evalua-
tions of STOP grants in the areas of law enforcement and prosecution, victim services, data
collection, and supports to Indian tribal governments; and (2) other evaluations and related
research on violence against women. Chapter 5, on future plans for STOP evaluation,
describes the impact evaluation grants in more detail. This research program extends the
work begun in FY 1995, which covered three major areas: (1) a national evaluation of the
STOP program (which is supporting this Report on STOP activities and related work); (2)
program evaluations at the state, local, or tribal government level; and (3) evaluations of
other state or local efforts to counter violence against women.
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THE STATE PERSPECTI

The perspective of states on the federal administration of the STOP grants 1s based on

the site visits to 12 states conducted by the Urban Institute (described in Chapter 1).

The findings reported below are based on summaries of multiple interviews in each
state with staff of the lead agency, the sexual assault and domestic violence coalitions, law
enforcement and prosecution agencies, and subgrantees.

OJP Administrative Requirements

During our site visits to 12 states, we inquired about state perceptions of OJP administrative
requirements. We also asked about the quality and responsiveness of the technical assistance
available through OJP project officers and the STOP-TA Project. Reactions by states to the
federal administration of the program was generally positive. Positive comments were
received in most of the states we visited in the following areas:

@ STOP applications are straightforward and clear, compared to other federal grant
programs. |

The flexibility of the grants was widely appreciated.

Lead agency staff reported very favorable interactions with OJP statf when ques-
tions arose. State coordinators reported that OJP staff have been very helpful and
responses have always been timely even when a question calls for new interpretations,

of the law, which takes OJP a couple of days to get back with the answer. ST

The states we visited generally felt that the reporting requirements from OJP are straight-
forward, reasonable, and not excessively burdensome. While one state thought the subgrant
reporting form was lengthy, others expressed
surprise that the Department was not collecting
more information. They may not realize that OJP
will soon be distributing Annual Performance
Report forms for subgrantees to use in document-
ing their accomplishments, as required by VAWA.
The information-gathering burden involved in completing these forms will be greater than for
the award reports, as the award reports pertain to the beginning of a project whereas the annu-
al performance reports pertain to year-by-year accomplishments, wl\1ich must be documented.

OJP’s reporting requirements
are straightforward, reasonable,
and not excessively burdensome.

Areas in which problems were reported included: ‘

B A number of the state STOP coordinators thought the guidelines were too vague.
They would have liked clearer and more detailed guidelines about a number of things,
including how to create a comprehensive long-range plan, what should go into the
written state implementation plan, the subgrant-making process, and expectations for
evaluation. Several coordinators wanted more detailed instructions and specific guide-
lines about what types of projects are eligible to receive VAWA funds.

A number of the state STOP coordinators wanted help on evaluation design.
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The biggest problem with STOP grant administration, cited by state coordinators and
often also by state planning group members, related to the shortness of the turnaround time
from notification of fund availability and receipt of application forms until the applications
were due in Washington, D.C. The quick turnaround time constrained any efforts to conduct
systematic needs assessments or engage in significant long-range planning. A period of 120
days was seen as the minimum time needed to allow for adequate planning. The problem
of severely limited turnaround time applied more to the second and third years of STOP
funding (FY 1996 and 1997) than to the first year. Another complicating factor in 1996 was
that several Department of Justice program applications for funds to support expanded
response to domestic violence were due at about the same time, and all had short deadlines.
Since most of the state STOP administrators had responsibilities for some of these other
grants programs, the timing posed a problem for them. Some of the same difficulties were
described by applicants for subgrants, with respect to their own state’s timing and applica-
tion process. Some states, and some localities, require budget approval before federal funds
can be expended. When this delay is added to the time required by the lead agency to prepare
an RFD review applications, and make subgrant awards, a considerable period of time may
pass before subgrantees receive funds.

Technical Assistance

During site visits we asked people about their experiences with the July 1995 grantee confer-
ence and other sources of federal technical assistance. Most people found the conference very
helpful, although several people with strong experience in the field would have liked more
new information. For many others the conference was their first opportunity to hear about
model programs and promising approaches and to network with others in the field. A num-
ber of attendees noted the motivational effect it had on their team—an enthusiasm which
they were able to bring back to their state planning group. Several grant coordinators men-
tioned that they would have preferred more information during the conference about the for-
mat of applications, the eligibility of particular types of projects, and more specific guidelines.
Several states noted an absence of information on sexual assault. In general, these comments
mirror the initial feedback received by OJP directly from participants and the conference
evaluation forms. Descriptions of the conference and the initial feedback are covered in more
detail in the 1996 Report.

Those who attended the on-site STOP-TA technical assistance consultations had entire-
ly favorable responses. Several people noted that they are anxiously anticipating the sexual
assault consultation scheduled for April in Rhode Island.

Wide variation existed within states regarding the use of the National Resource Centers
and other national resources listed in Appendix B. Those interviewed who were most con-
nected to victim services (either direct services and/or coalition staff) tended to be most
familiar with the resources and to take the greatest advantage of them. Everyone who used
these resources found them very helpful. Others were familiar with them but rarely used
them. The State Justice Institute provided a model training program for judges for one state
to use in developing their own curriculum for prosecutors and judges. Several people
expressed a need for a National Resource Center dedicated to sexual assault issues.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

cal assistance in a variety of areas, including planning, writing effective proposal solici-

tations, stimulating collaboration, conducting evaluations, and identifying promising
practices. Needs vary depending on prior experience, sophistication with planning and grants
administration in a policy rather than in an accounting context, and state priorities for
VAWA. Chapter 3 discusses these issues in more detail, and includes recommendations for
specific types of guidance and technical assistance. Recommendations included in this chap-
ter focus on federal grantmaking and grant-monitoring procedures.

S tate STOP coordinators and subgrantees could use a great deal of guidance and techni-

RECOMMENDATION 1: States should do a comprebensive plan revision balfway through
the STOP program period.

OJP should require states to do a comprehensive reassessment of their implementation plans
for FY 1998, which will be the midpoint of the six years of STOP funding. Many states sub-
mitted relatively brief plans covering only their first year of STOP funding, which was
acceptable to OJP given the short turnaround time for plan submission. Further, OJP asked
only for a plan update for FY 1996 funds, not for a complete multiyear plan. In addition,
states were not required to submit any plan updates or reassessments to receive third-year
(1997) funding due to the short turnaround time for issuing the grants. These circumstances
combine to make it advisable for states to take a serious look at where they are, where they
~ have come from, and where they want to go for the remainder of the STOP grants period. In
particular, they should assess whether their current approaches are going to get them where
they want to go, or whether they have to rethink their strategies. Further, they should devote
more planning time and resources to evaluation in these updates so the impact of STOP
funding can be documented.

RECOMMENDATION 2: Congress should allow OJP and the states adequate time for the
grantmaking process to function in a coberent and well-reasoned
manner. A minimum of 120 days is required for this process.

For both the FY 1996 and FY 1997 STOP funding, the timing of final congressional passage
or other congressional stipulations posed significant difficulties, as described above. Some of
the problems have nothing to do with VAWA specifically (e.g., government shutdowns and
continuing budget resolutions affected many federal programs), but others do. Congress
should refrain from imposing arbitrary deadlines (e.g., the requirement contained in the
Conference Committee Report that STOP funds be awarded within 60 days after passage of
the appropriations legislation) that effectively prohibit OJP and the states from conducting
an orderly and thoughtful grants program.
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RECOMMENDATION 3: OJP should finalize the Subgrant Award Report forms and dis-
tribute them to states before states lose the opportunity to require
their completion as part of the conditions of subgrant awards.

OJP expects to require Subgrant Award Reports (SARs) for each subgrant funded with
STOP FY 1996 and subsequent-year monies. But some states felt their subgrantees would
not complete these forms unless doing so were made a requirement of their subgrant award
documents. For at least some states, these documents are already done or in the process of
completion for FY 1996 awards, and O]JP still does not have the final version of the SAR in
place. At least a few states have already had their new subgrantees fill out the draft SAR,
which has more narrative and is not as specific as the final SAR will be. Immediate action is
required by OJP to assure that all states use the SAR for all of their FY 1996 and FY 1997

subgrants.

~ RECOMMENDATION 4: OJP should take immediate action to draft, get comments on,
and finalize the Subgrant Award Statistical Summary, on which
subgrantees will report their activities using STOP funds and
the effects of these activities, and the Annual Performance
Report form, on which state coordinators will summarize sub-
grant activity and impact.

The VAWA legislation requires reports to Congress on certain minimum outcomes of STOP
funding, mostly in the area of the number and characteristics of victims served through subgrant
activities. Other impacts are also important and vary with the type of project funded. Victim ser-
vices grants can comply most easily with congressional mandates to report the numbers and
characteristics of victims served and might also be able to report some short-term effects of ser-
vice, such as information gained, attitude change, or actions taken (e.g., restraining orders), or
longer-term effects, such as greater safety, quality of life, or peace of mind. Other types of grants
- would have different impacts. For training grants, one might want to know whether trainees
changed their knowledge and attitudes immediately after training, whether these changes per-
sisted over time, and most importantly, whether any changes in treatment of victims, agency pro-
cedures, and interagency cooperation followed from the immediate effects of training. Grants
. with other purposes will have other, but equally complex, potential outcomes. The Subgrant
Award Statistical Summary needs to allow subgrantees to report a wide variety of potential
impacts. In addition, OJP needs to include some ways to report larger system changes such as
increased collaboration among agencies or improved community environment. Finally, the
Annual Performance Report form needs to be developed, on which state STOP coordinators can
summarize the activities of all subgrantees and their combined impact on important outcomes.

State STOP coordinators commented on the absence of guidance from OJP with respect
to evaluation and documenting STOP’s impact. They are worried that if, at the time of sub-
grant award, they do not incorporate into the subgrant paperwork the specific outcomes that
must be tracked to show program impact, the subgrantees will not collect the necessary
information. This is a legitimate worry, shared not only by state STOP administrators but
also by quite a number of subgrantees. OJP needs to act as quickly as possible to fill this gap
if it expects to obtain documentation of program impact from STOP subgrantees and state
coordinators.
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CHAPTER 3 |

Accomplishments—
Implementation of the Program
at the State Level:

prosecution, and nonprofit, nongovernmental victim service agencies was rare. Only a

Prior to the arrival of the first STOP funds in 1995, coordination among law enforcement,

limited number of communities had succeeded in bringing these agencies to the same

table for the purposes of coordinating their
efforts to improve their response to violence
against women. In most communities across the
country, relationships among law enforcement,
prosecution, and especially nonprofit, non-
governmental victim service agencies simply did
not exist and even communicating was challeng-
ing. In many places, decades of hostility and
animosity between these agencies predated
VAWA. In light of this history, it is important to
recognize that the widespread multi-agency
communication and coordination VAWA has
already stimulated is a significant accomplish-

STOP grants are already yielding
important organizational improve-
ments. Most communities do not
have good relationships between
law enforcement and prosecution
agencies and nonprofit, nongovern-
mental victim service agencies. Real
system change is beginning, but
cannot be accomplished in a month
or even in a year. '

ment in and of itself. With the goal of increasing VAWA’s effectiveness still further, this chap-
ter focuses on the challenges states are confronting and how they can improve their efforts.
While some of the findings may appear to be critical, the accomplishments to date must not
be underestimated. The STOP grants are already yielding important organizational improve-
ments, and real system change is not accomplished in a month or even in a year.
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Findings in this chapter are based on Urban Institute site visits to 12 states and represent
the views of staff of lead agencies, state coalitions against sexual assault and domestic vio-
lence, representatives of law enforcement and prosecution agencies, other members of the
planning group, and selected subgrantees.

THE STATE PLANNING PROCESS

Choice of Lead Agency and Inclusiveness of the Planning Group

The location of the lead agency, whether in a state law enforcement, prosecution, or victim
services agency, did not affect its ability to mobilize interest and commitment to the planning
process. What did make a difference was that agency’s own motivation and commitment to
VAWA issues and the idea of collaboration, and whether the agency usually played a policy
role or usually had duties related only to administering state and federal funds.

About half the states we visited had dynamic lead agencies, several of which had pre-VAWA
policy responsibilities for state approaches to reducing violence agamst women. The lead agen-
cies in several other states, while not as pro-
active, were perceived as the right agency for the
job by everyone interviewed. In all of these
states, satisfaction with the performance of the
lead agency in the role of the STOP coordinator
was high. Planning groups were generally large,
extremely inclusive, sought and obtained partic-
ipation from underserved populations, made sure victims’ perspectives as well as those of jus-
tice agencies were heard, and provided planning group members with good feedback about
decisions. In the most pro-active states the planning group met frequently to develop the first-
year STOP plan, and many continue to meet regularly to discuss issues related to STOP and
other initiatives to reduce violence against women.

In most states visited, people were
very satisfied with the lead agency’s
actions as STOP coordinator, and
with the openness of the process.

Most of the people interviewed in these states felt the process was very open. In addition
to planning group meetings, many of these states had statewide or regional meetings designed
to solicit input from as broad a range of people as possible. Some states also held open meet-
ings of their planning group so anyone interested could attend and contribute. Several states
that were trying to be inclusive had trouble getting the right actors to come to the table. In
the first year, representatives of law enforcement and prosecution were the most likely to be
absent of their own volition, perhaps not seeing the STOP funds as particularly relevant to
them. This problem is disappearing as coordinators in these states work to convince these
sectors to get involved, and as the increased funding from STOP funds in the second and sub-
sequent years attracts their attention.

In several other states, the lead agency offered little direction or shape to the planning or
subgrant solicitation process. These problems often followed an extremely contentious selec-
tion of lead agency. At best, the agencies in these states were seen by those we interviewed as
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not doing much. In one state, the lead agency relied on local governmental entities to solic-
it, review, and recommend funding for STOP applications. This approach precluded imple-
mentation of any statewide vision or strategy, and the planning group did not develop one.
In these states the administrators defined their role and the role of the planning group very
narrowly. For instance, they saw their role as making suggestions for the first-year imple-
mentation plan only, not as developing a strategic plan for the six-year STOP period. One
state disbanded its planning committee after the first-year plan was written.

Some people in these remaining states commented that the lead agencies resisted input
from some sources, did not work collaboratively in the planning process, ignored the recom-
mendations of the planning group, produced strategies or subgrant awards without a collab-
orative element, did not distribute information about the availability of STOP funding wide-
ly; or selected among subgrant applications without applying clearly stated and universal cri-
teria. Two states sent notification of first-year STOP funds availability only to agencies in the
criminal justice system; nonprofit victim service agencies had to find out about the money on
their own. Another limited much of its second-year STOP law enforcement funding to spe-
cial nonprofit victim advocacy groups developed to work with law enforcement agencies.
Whereas most of the states we visited intended to expand the inclusiveness of their planning
effort in the second year of STOP funding, these few states did not.

Finally, lead agencies differed in how they used input from the planning group in creating
their state implementation plan. In all states we visited, the actual writing of the state plan
was undertaken by a member of the planning

committee or by the state coordinator. Most Mot lédd agenciesﬂincluded their
lead agencies included their planning group planning group members in a

merx}bers in a joint decxslon—mal:nng Process  Joint decision-making process.
leading up to the plan, and also incorporated .-

the results of any systematic needs assessment

procedures. The plans were reviewed by the planning committee members in most of the 12
states we visited. In the other states, state coordinators incorporated the results of any plan-
ning and outreach meetings into a state plan without further input from the planning group
or other interested parties in the state. Participants in the planning groups in these states
reported that they either did not know what the final plan said, or did not think the final plan
reflected the consensus of the planning group. Finally, in some states plans were changed by
people external to the planning process. Planning group recommendations may have been
accepted by the lead agency and sent forward, only to be changed later at higher levels of their
department. We also encountered situations in which an attorney general, governor, or legis-
lature had more influence on the final plan than did either the planning group or the lead
agency. Future implementation plans should identify the sources of input and provide oppor-
tunities for review by planners and outside groups.

How Closely Did the Process Approximate a Long-Range Strategic
Planning Process?¢

The hope of Congress and of OJP for programs under VAWA is that these funds will be used
by states to make a significant and permanent difference in how violence against women is
handled in each state. The most desirable long-run impact of these funds would be that women
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are safer and can lead their lives without fear of sexual assault or battering, and that offenders
are held accountable for their actions. No one expects that this vision of STOP’s impact will
be achieved soon, or easily. The difficulty of the task suggests that only a carefully designed
long-range strategy for how to change state infrastructures has a chance of making a differ-
ence. The July 1995 conference held in Washington, D.C., for teams of five or six planning
group members from each state was designed to convey to state coordinators and their teams
the importance of such a strategy, and to offer suggestions for how to develop one.

In the context of STOP funding, a strategic planning process should have the following
steps, each of which is discussed at greater length below:

B Assessing needs,

Assessing the availability of non-STOP resources for reaching some of the goals,

B Establishing first-year priorities and plans for subsequent years,

B Asking for what you want—writing requests for proposals with enough specificity
that applicants will propose projects that fulfill the plans,

Assessing proposals against clear, public, and previously agreed-upon criteria,

@ Selecting for funding a balanced portfolio of projects that fit the plans, and

Establishing a feedback loop for the short and the iong term, to assure that projects
are accomplishing what they proposed and to reassess the plan periodically to be
it still fits the circumstances and vision of the state.

Assessing Needs

The planning process consisted of meetings of the planning committees, plus other activities
in most states we visited. In most of these 12 states, the planning committee sponsored open
meetings to solicit advice and comments from interested parties. In several states, the lead
agencies traveled around the state holding regional meetings that were open to the public.

Of the states we visited, relatively few conducted systematic needs assessments on which
to base their first-year plans. States that did conduct needs assessments did so by polling ser-
vice, advocacy, and criminal justice agencies, by holding state-level or regional meetings that
were open to the public, or both. Most of the states that did this type of needs assessment
were also the ones with a pre-VAWA history of organization and action in the area of violence
against women. Thus, these states added to their already fairly extensive knowledge of state
needs, based on their pre-VAWA activities, by trying to be very inclusive in identifying and
prioritizing gaps and barriers that VAWA funding could address for the first-year plan. None
of the 12 states did a systematic audit of services available, nor did any state seek information
from women themselves through a survey either of households or of victims known to ser-
vice agencles.

Several states that did not conduct needs assessments prior to writing their first-year plan
were committed to doing so with either their first-year or their second-year STOP money.
Plans for needs assessments took several forms, including (1) a survey of victims, to inquire
what types of services they want, and their knowledge of and access to current services;
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(2) audits of victim service agencies to see which are providing what types of services for
which victims of violence against women, where they are located, and therefore which geo-
graphically based populations are being missed; and (3) audits of law enforcement and/or
prosecution agencies to identify needs in the areas of training, special units, and policies and
procedures.

For a number of the states we visited, needs assessment consisted only of members of the
planning group brainstorming in small groups about what they thought was important for
their own focus areas (law enforcement, prosecution, and victim services). In some states
these ideas were discussed further by the whole planning group after being proposed, and
some structure of priorities was assigned. In the view of those we interviewed, the effective-
ness of this method for selecting priorities depended on the inclusiveness of the planning
process.

Assessing Non-STOP Resources

There are quite a number of federal grant programs currently available that support activities
related to violence against women, including several VAWA programs run through health or
social services agencies and COPS, VOCA, and Byrne funds. Different statutes govern how
these funds may be used, and people we spoke with during site visits expressed some confu-
sion about how these various programs are expected to relate to each other, which activities
are best funded by different programs, and how to coordinate the various programs. There is
some activity at the federal level, including a Family Violence Working Group, joint planning
between STOP and COPS for technical assistance, and some joint program plans, but more
could be done to clarify funding options and target populations and to get this information
into the hands of state and local program planners.

In addition, many of the states we visited had state-appropriated funds for a number of
activities that could also be funded under STOP. Training was chief among these, but some
states also had funds to support domestic violence and sexual assault services, development of
special prosecution units, and development of specialized data collection systems. Some states
looked at the non-STOP resources available for different activities before making their final
decisions about what to fund with STOP. They wanted to use the STOP money to fill gaps,
not to fund things that were going to be covered from other sources, even if it was clear that
the activity was a top-priority need. For instance, states with good support for law enforce-
ment training from state sources chose to use their STOP law enforcement funds for other
purposes, even though the planning group agreed that training was a top priority. However,
many other states did not consider their STOP decisions in light of other available resources.

Establishing First-Year and Subsequent Priorities

States followed different strategies in allocating their first year (FY 1995) STOP funds. Each
state received about $426,000, regardless of its size. This relatively small amount of first-year
funding influenced the planning decisions of many states.

Some states identified where they wanted to be at the end of the six-year STOP program.
They then developed at least the outlines of a multiyear plan as part of the activities they
undertook before getting their first STOP funding. Most of these states made the long-range
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nature of their strategy explicit by assuring, or at least implying, continued funding for sev-
eral years to projects funded with FY 1995 STOP monies. These states solicited proposals
that would start small the first year, when there was very little STOP funding, but whose
first-year activities were the first step in a clearly defined multiyear strategy to build capaci-
ty and expand services. These states were also in a better position to make good decisions
about second- and third-year STOP funding when, as it happened, the turnaround time for
those monies was extremely short. : :

The states that developed long-range strategic plans used their first-year money in two
ways. First, they funded the developmental stages of projects that would expand in the second
and third years of STOP funding Examples include (1) supporting the development and pilot
testing of a computerized victim services client tracking system; and (2) grants to victim ser-
vices agencies for planning and pilot testing approaches to reaching underserved populations.

Second, they funded statewide projects that laid the groundwork and developed infra-
structure needed for future activities. Examples include (1) putting a great deal of STOP
resources into multidisciplinary training teams charged with conducting training for all rele-
vant stakeholders in rural areas and promoting the development of local coordinating councils
in the same areas that could apply for and run collaborative STOP-funded projects in future
years; and (2) supporting a statewide victim services coalition to help small local programs
build capacity and develop strategic plans for expanding their services in the future using

STOP funding

However, not many states achieved this level of strategic planning. More common was the
attitude that the state should do nothing until OJP sent notice that the money was on 1ts way
(after final passage of appropriations legislation). Several states justified this behavior by their
attitude that no federal money is real until the check is in the mail. Therefore, planning before
the money arrived would only be a waste of time. The result in these states was very little
planning on a year-by-year basis and no long-range planning at all.

These states used their first-year money for activities that they felt were needed and could
stand alone if the first year should prove to be the only year funded. Examples of projects
funded on the basis of this rationale include (1) developing a uniform incident reporting form
to be used by every law enforcement agency in the state; (2) developing a computerized case
tracking system for prosecution offices; and (3) developing curricula for and conducting
training programs for police.

Finally, one or two states did not establish priorities beyond picking two or three of the
legislatively prescribed purpose areas. They solicited proposals using only the most general
framework, guidelines, and criteria for funding.

Writing Requests for Proposals

All of the states visited used some form of proposal process to identify potential projects to
fund. However, these processes differed widely across states. The biggest differences lay in
specificity and targeting.

States with the most detailed and strategic plans tended to write the most specific
requests for proposals. They knew what they wanted and described it in some detail to
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prospective bidders. These states tended to get what they asked for—proposals that
addressed the needs identified in their plans.

At the other extreme, states with limited or no planning tended to write very general
requests for proposals. Sometimes these states were not very happy with the quality or scope
of proposals they received, which often covered a wide range of activities. It was not uncom-
mon for these states to get many proposals supporting the same activity but in different
jurisdictions. For example, five prosecutors might ask for money, each wanting to develop a
prosecution manual for domestic violence cases. Or, three police departments might ask for
money, each to develop its own computerized data system. When this happened, it was
sometimes hard to get applicants to work with other similar agencies to develop a common
product, such as a statewide manual or data system.

Occasionally, states did not receive any proposals for an activity they really wanted to
fund. This usually happened because the STOP coordinator did not do any developmental
work with the types of agency that could do the job. That is, the coordinator did not target
when targeting would have been appropriate. Targeting involves designing a particular project
to be done by a particular agency or type of agency. To make this work, proposal requests
must be written specifically for the project and distributed to the types of agencies that can
do the work. Sometimes it is also necessary to cultivate relationships with such agencies early
to be sure they are interested and will apply.

Some states targeted more than others, and some did not do it at all. The primary basis
for targeting was recognition that the project needed a particular skill or access to a particu-
lar community. Examples include (1) allocating funds for projects to assess needs in minori-
ty communities (e.g., among African-American, Hispanic, or migrant worker women) and
requesting proposals only from organizations functioning in those conimunities and run by
their members; (2) allocating funds to statewide sexual assault or domestic violence coali-
tions to conduct statewide needs assessments or capacity building in their areas of expertise;
and (3) allocating funds for data system development, systematic program audits, or surveys
and either restricting eligibility to agencies with the necessary technical skills or negotiating
with only one qualified agency to conduct the work.

Assessing Proposals

Ideally; requests for proposals should include clearly stated criteria against which proposals will
be evaluated. Responders can then design proposals consistent with these criteria and know how
their ideas and plans will be evaluated. Also ideally, state implementation plans will be specific
enough to know whether particular proposals :
should be considered high, medium, or low prior- 1, deally, requests for proposals
ity in relation to the plan. Finally, the people rating  should include clearly stated

or grading the proposals should be knowledgeable  ¢rsteria against which proposals
in the field and not have any conflicts of interest  ¢5/] be evaluated.

(that is, not being a rater of proposals with which
they are in direct competition for funding).

States varied considerably in their adherence to these ideals. The states with the clearest
and most specific requests for proposals were most able to rate applicants against a uniform
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set of criteria. Some states relied on either their entire planning group or a smaller subgroup
to rate applications, and also to prioritize high-quality applications against elements in their
implementation plan. In some states these activities were the decision-making process; in
other states the deliberations of the planning group were taken as advisory only by the state
STOP coordinator. Yet other states did not rely on the planning group for proposal review
because some group members were applicants and the state wanted to avoid any conflict of
interest. Some states in this situation recruited reviewers from knowledgeable state agency
personnel and pursued a systematic review process.

Other states employed a more informal review process at the state level. One state had a
formal review at the local level with the most promising applications being referred up to the
state coordinator, who made final decisions without input from the planning group. In states
without a uniform set of criteria for judging applications, some people told us that they felt
the final decisions were somewhat arbitrary. In several states members of the planning group
were never informed of the final decisions; at the time of our visits, often months after grants
were awarded, planning group members still did not know who had received funding or for
what. Their ability to function as a planning group was thus severely impaired.

Selecting a Balanced Portfolio

Balance can inean many different things. The VAWA legislation incorporates a number of cri-
teria related to balance, including the 25/ 25/25 split of funds required among law enforcement,
prosecution, and nonprofit, nongovernmental victim services; the attention to domestic vio-
lence, sexual assault, and stalking; and a focus on underserved populations. Other possible
dimensions of balance mentioned by people during site visits include increasing the number of
projects with true collaboration among all sectors; extending STOP funding to omitted sectors
of the justice system (judges, corrections, civil courts); the seven legislatively defined purpose
areas; and tradeoffs between supporting or expanding existing services versus extending ser-
vices to people and places currently without any assistance. During site visits we heard opinions
about several of these potential criteria for balance.

The VAWA legislation builds a good degree of balance into the STOP grant portfolio
through its allocation of 25 percent of the STOP funds to each of law enforcement, prosecu-
tion, and nonprofit, nongovernmental victim services. Many states achieved this balance with
no trouble. In some states, however, the problem for the first year of STOP funding was that
relatively few applications were received in particular areas. For example, some states had few
applications from law enforcement and/or prosecution agencies or few applications in high-pri-
ority areas such as rural or other underserved populations. When they did not get proposals for
some projects they wanted to fund, a couple of states carried over some first-year STOP money
they had allocated to a particular purpose rather than fund lower priority projects. These states
intended to negotiate with some potential grantees to elicit more appropriate proposals in the
second year. These states realized that their obligation to meet the 25/25/25 split could be done
over the first two years of STOP funding, rather than having to be met in the first year. Other
states did not take advantage of this flexibility, or perhaps did not know of it. They felt they
spent some of their money on lower quality proposals to meet one of the 25 percent require-
ments when they had more high-quality proposals than they could fund in another focus area. .
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A second aspect of “balance” in a STOP grant portfolio is the degree to which projects
reflect the collaborative goal of the legislation and of OJP. About half of the people inter-
viewed in the states visited felt that the 25/25/25 split hampered efforts at collaboration.
They felt too much funding was given to agencies in a single focus area (law enforcement,
prosecution, victim services) for work within that focus area and without the participation of
representatives from other focus areas. Other people interviewed noted that their state had
found ways to support collaborative projects within the 25/25/25 framework, while other
states used their discretionary funds to support collaborative projects. In the future, it would
be very helpful for OJP to identify promising collaborative practices, and also to establish
reasonable rules for allocating funding for multidisciplinary projects to each of the three
focus areas to meet the requirements of the law and still allow flexibility and creativity.

Another “balance” issue that came up repeatedly was the absence of attention to judges
and courts in the VAWA legislation. Some states funded court-related projects from their dis-
cretionary monies. Other states believed that this was not allowed and did not fund any
court- or judge-related projects even though they thought these projects were needed from
the point of view of filling the gaps and barriers for victims of violence in their state. OJP
mailed letters to state administrators and governors with the second-year application packets
encouraging more court-related programs.

States also needed to consider the balance in subgrant awards in the needs of victims of
sexual assault, domestic violence, and stalking, tradeoffs between expanding existing services
versus extending services to new geographic areas or populations, distribution across the
seven purpose areas described in the legislation, and prioritizing STOP funding for activities
that did not have alternative state or local sources of support. Chapter 4 presents an analysis
of how 1995 STOP funds were distributed across several of these dimensions.

Establishing a Feedback Loop

Part of any good planning process is establishing procedures for getting feedback on how the
plan is progressing. In the case of the STOP grants program, this means assessing each year’s
grants portfolio against the details of the plan. It also
means devising a way to know whether the innova-

tive projects funded with STOP monies are working ‘s establishi
as expected. Of course, it is too early for any of this process 1s establishing proce-

feedback to be available, but it is not too early for dures for getting fe eedlmc./e on
states to be thinking of setting up feedback proce- how the plan is progressing.
dures and future planning schedules. Several of the
states we visited have kept their planning group active, others have used it very little, and still
others have let it lapse altogether. The most effective use of STOP funding in future years
will depend on state commitment to ongoing planning and reassessment.

Part of any good planning

The Timing of States’ STOP Grantmaking Process

Most states visited were able to award their first-year STOP funds by July 1, 1996. A few
awarded them as early as January 1996, but these states were generally the ones that did not
use a systematic strategic planning or proposal solicitation process. Most states awarded all
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of their subgrants during one relatively short time period, but some delayed the start of some
grants for a variety of reasons, and some saved funds for a second round of applications to
allow agencies that were late in hearing about the grants to apply. Several states still had not
awarded all of their first-year STOP funds as of December 31, 1996 (one state did not award
any of its first-year money by this date). The timetable for second-year funding (FY 1996)
was further complicated and delayed by federal government shutdowns and the failure to pass
a final budget until April 30, 1996. OJP could not begin the grantmaking process until its
budget was final, so states did not see the FY 1996 funds until August and September 1996,
when FY 1996 was almost over.

Delays in receiving spending authorization from the Department of Justice were com-
pounded by requirements in some states that the legislature formally appropriate all funds
before state agencies can spend them, whether the funds are federal or state. Since some state
legislatures meet only once every two years, and since the second-year STOP funds were not
appropriated by Congress until after some state legislatures had already gone home for the
year, states with these requirements have difficulty moving the money in a timely manner.

Communication, Cooperation, Collaboration

The STOP grants program has a sxgmflcant commitment to promotmg collaboration among
the agencies and services invoived in helping women victims of viclence. In trying to ident-
fy collaborative activities and state efforts to promote them during our site visits, we found
it helpful to think of two prerequisites to collaboration—communication and cooperation.

Communication

Communication is a very simple concept, involving people talking to each other and sharing
information. A minimum goal of communication is to stay out of each other’s way, and avoid
making each other’s job harder. A higher level of communication involves gaining an under-
standing of each other’s job and an appreciation
In many communities and states, that jall JObS need to be done and done Wf:l.l. On
STOP brought all the actors to our ;lte visits we hgarcli that many communities c}ilo
he table for the first time. not have even minimal communication among the
toe service sectors that need to be involved in STOP.
Sometimes police and prosecutors do not talk
with each other to explain what each needs from the other. Often, victim service agencies, if
they exist, have no formal or informal working arrangements with law enforcement, prose-
cution, the courts, or medical and other relevant services and may have a history of negative
relationships. In these communities, the first step is to get people talking with each other.
Many people interviewed during site visits felt that the STOP planning activities stimulated
this process at the state level, and they hope it continues.

During site visits we found examples of STOP program activities opening lines of commu-
nication and reducing distrust at both the state level and in a number of local communities.
However, in far too many instances establishing communication was described as a first step
that still needed to happen. A number of those we interviewed did not believe that simply
including letters of support from local law enforcement or prosecution agencies in applications
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was sufficient assurance that collaboration or

even communication will take place. Often, they 1L f ot d
are merely a response to the state STOP agency’s openea unes of Communication an

requirement that the agency demonstrate collab- reduced distrust at both the state

- oration. The local victim service agency may not level dnd in a number of ZOC“_Z com-
feel it is in a position to refuse to sign a letter of ~ munities. STOP grant coordinators

cooperation even though it is not being given a  #nderstood that the VAWA legisla-
significant role in the project. In the future, tobe  tion and OJP place a premium on
funded a project application should be required  collaboration. Most states visited

to include a description of how the agencies will  had at least some STOP activities

collaborate in the project and how the project’s  ith collaborative elements.
resources will be disbursed to accomplish this. —

STOP program activities have

Cooperation

A second stage that communities may reach after opening communication is cooperation or
coordination of activities across sectors or within the same sector across jurisdictions. The
former involves two agencies acting in tandem so that each makes the other’s job easier. At
both the community and the state level it is also usually necessary to develop cooperation
within the same sector across jurisdictions.

Most states we visited had at least some STOP activities and elements that could be con-
sidered cooperative or coordinated. The composition and activities of the planning group in
most states met this definition. Examples of first-year STOP subgrants that did so include
(1) a sheriff’s office and a police department agreeing to develop routines for sharing infor-
mation; (2) a police department establishing procedures to call a victim service agency when
it gets a domestic violence or sexual assault call and meet a victim advocate at the scene or
hospital (where the police do their job of evidence collection and the victim advocate does
her job of supporting the victim and explaining what the police are doing and why it is nec-
essary); (3) police and prosecutors getting together to write a joint procedures manual after
coming to an understanding about how each person will be able to do his or her job more
effectively if the other one does the same.

Collaboration

Establishing cooperative procedures is a significant accomplishment. Collaboration goes one
step further, often occurring at the level of a whole community. At best, collaboration
involves everyone sitting down together to decide what needs doing and then examining how
each agency can contribute to doing it, together with all the other agencies and actors. In
many instances this may involve changing agency behaviors or whole community structures
to accomplish the goals.

In most states visited, the STOP grants coordinator understood that the VAWA legislation
and OJP placed a premium on collaboration, but they were not always sure about how to pro-
mote it. Nevertheless, the state STOP programs developed a number of mechanisms for
encouraging collaboration. For instance, most state STOP coordinators we visited included in
their requests for proposals a requirement that the applicants demonstrate cross-sector
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collaboration as a criterion for funding. These requests did not always define collaboration,
but the presence of the requirement at least got prospective applicants to think about what it
might be.

As already noted, in a number of states visited, the planning process itself was a first step
in establishing collaborative relationships. Some states chose to use all of their money in ways
that were most likely to stimulate collaboration. One state created a multidisciplinary
statewide training team that conducted training in many rural areas. Part of the training was
to help establish local coordinating councils whose members would include those attending
the training. In turn, these councils were expected to continue the planning and process of
institutional change in their own communities, and to develop joint or multidisciplinary
STOP grant proposals for future years. This strategy also had the advantage of helpmg many
small rural agencies, which by themselves probably could not have developed winning pro-
posals, to join forces, develop a plan and a project, and-obtain financial support to carry it out.

Another way to promote communication, and possibly future collaboration, is to require
that all training funded through STOP be cross-disciplinary, both with respect to who develops
and presents it and with respect to who attends it. Finally, in some states STOP coordinators
or planning group members took post-funding actions to bring together several recipients who
each got small grants for the same purpose and convince them to work collectively on a single
joint product. In one state, further post- -funding actions eventually resulted in achieving sup-
port for this product (a prosecutor’s manuai) from every relevant agency in the state.

Recommendations—The Planning and Allocation Process

When considering the findings of the site visits, it is important to remember that the states
were selected because they seemed to be very inclusive and to cover a variety of issues, based
on their implementation plans (see Chapter 1 for selection criteria). Many other states’
implementation plans suggested less inclusiveness. Since we found numerous points for com-
ment and recommendation even in the states visited, the likelihood is that the remaining
states and territories need as much help as these 12 states, and may need even more help if
their STOP program is to achieve maximum effectiveness for communities and for victims of
violence against women.

RECOMMENDATION 5: OJP should increase its monitoring of states and lead agencies to
assure that planning is collaborative, inclusive, thoughtful, and
tborougb that it includes feedback loops from year to year on
what is working and what is not, and that plans are modified
accordingly.

States whose STOP implementation most closely resembled a strategic planning process
appear to be making the most effective use of STOP funds. It would be most useful if OJP
could encourage and teach STOP lead agencies in other states how to do this, with the goal
of reducing the situations in which money is wasted on duplicative efforts or spent on activ-
ities that do not build capacity and long-term system change.
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RECOMMENDATION 6: OJP should increase the range and amount of examples of good
practice that it provides to states, in several areas.

Because STOP is a formula grant program, OJP has been reluctant to offer states much guid-
ance in critical areas. States like the flexibility of STOP a great deal, and are not asking for
directives or mandates. But state coordinators and subgrantees very consistently asked for
samples of good practice in the following areas:

B What should go into a state plan,
What can be counted as an in-kind match (see also Chapter 4),
B What should go into annual performance reports for states and subgrantees,

Evaluation options, designs, measures, tactics,

@ Models for effective leadership by state STOP coordinators—options for planning,
suggestions on how to develop a balanced group of subgrants, and models for effec-
tive behavior,

A How to designate subgrant activities as law enforcement, prosecution, and victim ser-
vices for the purposes of making the 25/25/25 allocation (see also Chapter 4),

B How to strengthen and support small and/or rural agencies of all types so they are able
to participate as STOP subgrantees, in either independent or collaborative projects,

Criteria to be met before a project should be considered collaborative, and

B How to promote collaborative efforts, and then how to handle them administratively,
on issues such as the 25/25/25 split.

ComPLIANCE WITH LEGISLATIVE MANDATES

he states we visited appear technically to be in compliance with VAWA’s requirements

that they have laws waiving filing fees for protection or restraining orders in domestic

violence cases, and waiving the costs of forensic examinations in sexual assault cases.
There is less consistency in state laws establishing full faith and credit for protection/restrain-
ing orders.” Many states do not have these laws with respect to orders issued in other states;
more states have them with respect to orders issued by different jurisdictions within state,
but even this is not universal.

As with all laws, problems are more likely to
arise in practice rather than in the existence or
wording of specific statutes. This section reports
what we learned during site visits about how well
the laws are being applied in practice in the 12
states visited.

As with all laws, state laws providing
the waivers required by VAWA are
more likely to run into problems of
practice rather than in the existence
or wording of specific statutes.

The Urban Institute 8 29




1997 REPORT: EVALUATION OF THE STOP FORMULA GRANTS

Waiver of Filing Fees for Domestic Violence Cases

Most of the states we visited had long-standing state legislation covering waiver of filing fees
for protection/restraining orders. Several states had passed such legislation since the passage
of VAWA and as a result of the VAWA requirements. One or two other states we visited had
passed similar legislation three years ago, while VAWA was being considered in Congress.
The likelihood is that the legislatures in these states were influenced to act by their knowl-
edge that VAWA would soon require them to do so.

Despite the presence of adequate laws, the states visited still had some problems with the
practice of waiving fees, and in some states these problems were significant. Many of the rel-
evant state statutes include the words “may waive,” but do not require judges to do so. In one
state, the law said such fees may “be waived for those who cannot afford to pay.” Such word-
ing leaves some confusion about whether the waiving is mandatory or discretionary, and if
discretionary, whether there is any way to deal with cases where waiver is refused, or with
judges who consistently refuse to waive fees for filing protection or restraining orders in
domestic violence cases.

In all 12 states visited we were told that some judges will not waive fees, and in some states
this problem appeared to be fairly widespread. We were told of judges who approve of charg-
ing women filing fees for protection orders because they believe it discourages women from
making frivolous complaints. In addition, we sometimes heard that a woman would have to
pay filing fees initially, but would be reimbursed from fines imposed on the batterer once the
court rendered judgment in the case. This situation still imposes up-front costs to the woman
that may be a barrier to her taking action. Finally, the statutes cover filing fees, but do not nec-
essarily cover fees for serving the offender with the order. The people interviewed said that it was
more common in their states for women to have to pay for getting orders served than for fil-
ing. If it is Congress’ intent that financial considerations should not get in the way of a woman
taking out a protection order and having that order be effective, then attention needs to be
paid to the issue of serving the order, in addition to the issue of filing it.

Waiver of Charges for Sexual Assanlt Evidentiary Examinations

The state coalitions reported that medical costs and cumbersome restitution mechanisms in
sexual assault cases continue to be a barrier for victims and discourage many women from
seeking needed medical care and undergoing examinations to collect evidence needed for
prosecution.

Most of the 12 states visited had long-standing state legislation covering waiver of charges
for forensic examinations in sexual assault-cases. A couple of our site visit states passed such
legislation post-VAWA and as a result of its requirements. Other site visit states had passed
similar legislation three years ago, during final congressional consideration of VAWA. These
state legislatures acted on the basis of their knowledge that VAWA would soon require them
to do so.

Hospitals conduct forensic examinations in sexual assault cases, and incur substantial
costs in doing so. Costs are highest if doctors do the examinations (up to about $800); lower
(between $200 and $300) if they are conducted by trained nurses as is done in Sexual Assault
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Nurse Examiner (SANE) programs. State laws vary in the mechanism they specify for reim-
bursing hospitals for these costs and relieving victims of the need to pay for them. Some state
laws require local law enforcement agencies to reimburse hospitals; others require reim-
bursement from the county where the crime occurred; others use the state’s Crime Victim
Compensation Board to process claims from hospitals or from victims; some allow hospitals
to file with the victim’s insurance, company if she has one; and some leave the reimbursement
mechanism vague.

Most of the 12 states we visited had no state appropriation for covering these costs, and
those that did usually did not appropriate enough funds to cover the need. One state had a
back-up fund that could pay for examination costs if other mechanisms failed. The various
payment mechanisms, or lack of them, still leave victims with a financial burden in quite a
number of states. In only one state we visited was the responsibility for covering the cost of
evidence collection in sexual assault cases placed with the law enforcement agency with juris-
diction, although law enforcement would have the clear and indisputable financial responsi-
bility for evidence collection for all other types of crime. '

Most of the payment mechanisms established by the site visit states still leave some vic-
tims with either primary or secondary responsibility for payment, because either they or the
hospital have to apply for compensation to cover the cost of the exam. If the victim must
apply, she must pay the hospital first and then seek reimbursement. Situations where hospi-
tals may, and do, seek payment from victims include:

25
2

1 Low levels of reimbursement by counties do not cover most of the hospital’s cost,
The victim has medical insurance that will cover the cost of emergency care,

Crime Victim Compensation Boards take years to pay claims, although they send an
award letter relatively quickly, or

Crime Victim Compensation Boards or county agencies reject victim claims for reim-
. . - J
bursement because police reports indicate that a case is “unfounded” or because the
victim “fails to cooperate with prosecution.”

The level of claim rejection is high enough in some states to be a real cause for concern
(1 in 7 claims in one state, 10 in 13 in another). Further, the criteria for rejecting a claim for
reimbursement appear to ignore certain facts about sexual assault cases, such as the low like-
lihood of ever locating the perpetrator and, therefore, of having the case go to prosecution.

A further part of the difficulty with sexual assault examinations is that only part of the
procedure is forensic; the rest is medical. In fact, many women seek medical care in emer-
gency rooms after a rape without intending to report the crime to the police. More and more
emergency rooms whose staff have received sexual assault training have a policy of urging
every woman to have the examination even if she is not planning to report at the moment,
because should she change her mind after the initial trauma subsides, the evidence will remain
good for a certain period of time. Most SANE programs take this approach. In these situa-
tions, should the woman have to pay the cost of evidence collection? To date, many Crime
Victim Compensation Boards say that she should, and will not reimburse. Several states we
visited had other funds they used to fill in the gaps, but often it was difficult for victims to
obtain reimbursement.
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An additional difficulty arises in identifying which costs are medical and which are foren-
sic. In at least two states, states paid for “evidence collection” but not “follow-up services.”
However, the latter might include laboratory fees for processing the evidence samples, which
could be expensive and should rightfully be considered forensic. In some states, each county
made its own arrangements to reimburse for these costs, but rates varied across the counties
and in some cases were significantly less than the cost of the exam. Hospitals then had to
cover the cost or try to pass it along to the victim.

Full Faith and Credit for Protection/Restraining Orders

A few of the states we visited had statutes granting full faith and credit to protection or
restraining orders from other states; most had statutes assuring full faith and credit to pro-
tection or restraining orders issued in one city or county within the state when the woman
moved to another jurisdiction. Several of the 12 states visited had passed full faith and cred-
it laws in the year prior to our visit. People interviewed noted some problems with knowl-
edge of any laws that might exist among law enforcement officers and judges. Several states
are including the information in upcoming training.

In all of the states we visited, people interviewed acknowledged difficulties in imple-
menting their laws regarding full faith and credit for protection/restraining orders. Honoring
orders issued in other states was a major problem; people knowledgeable on the subject
reported continuing difficulties in getting these honored. Even for within-state mobility,
however, most people interviewed said that enforcement was still a problem. Interviews with
law enforcement and prosecution personnel and victim advocates found that everyone rec-
ommends that a woman get a new protection order if she moves from one jurisdiction to
another within a state, if she wants to be sure the order will be enforced.

The most significant barrier to full faith and credit mentioned during interviews is the
lack of inter- and intrastate databases through which officials in one jurisdiction can verify
the validity of protective orders issued in other cities, counties, or states. A number of states
are currently developing statewide databases to aid in this process. Other difficulties cited
include concerns that:

A Out-of-state protection orders were not created with the same level of due process
required in the new state,

[ Non-local protection orders do not have all the elements required for protection
orders in the new location, and

Non-local protection orders have stipulations that would not be included in the new
location.

There are also technical legal differences in the meaning of orders from different states
and localities.
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Recommendations—Legislative Mandates

RECOMMENDATION 7: State STOP coordinators should identify gaps in legal language
and in implementation of laws stipulating waiver of filing fees
for protection orders and fees for forensic examinations in sexual
assault cases.

States should try to ensure that victims do not pay for costs of evidentiary examinations. To
encourage analysis of legislative gaps, OJP could ask each state to identify issues related to
these three legislative mandates as part of its next implementation plan. Domestic violence
and sexual assault coalitions should be involved in providing these answers. If this is the
approach, OJP should include very specific questions for states to answer with respect to
compliance with the spirit as well as the letter of the laws. The answers should provide a
national picture of both legal and practical compliance with congressional intent.
Alternatively, an independent effort to examine these issues in every state could be funded.

RECOMMENDATION 8: OJP should increase its assistance to states in identifying
promising practices to correct gaps in implementation of laws
waiving fees for filing protection or restraining orders in domes-
tic violence cases and evidentiary exams in sexual assanlt cases.

OJB through its STOP-TA Project, should publish documents that would describe promis-
ing practices and help states develop strategies to gain compliance with the intent of the laws.
Promising practices could include training for every type of professional involved with the
issue (law enforcement personnel, prosecutors, judges and other court officials, probation
and parole officers), protocols and procedures, database development and maintenance, etc.

RECOMMENDATION 9: OJP should continue to encourage use of STOP funds to develop
the databases that would support full faith and credit.

The STOP-TA Project could disseminate promising practices to help states develop these
databases and train relevant professionals in their use. Development of databases needs to be
guided by professional advice to ensure that products are compatible across states and across
within-state jurisdictions and systems (e.g., law enforcement, prosecution, and the courts)
and can be linked to national data systems.

GAPS AND BARRIERS

women was one of the most important contributions of the site visits. Because we spoke
with a variety of people in each state, getting local as well as state perspectives, the interviews
yielded a broader array of gaps and barriers than appear in most state plans. Further, we learned
about these issues in a fair amount of detail. The findings below describe gaps and barriers, as

dentification of gaps and barriers in services and approaches to ending violence against
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perceived by the people we interviewed, related to the areas of state legislation and its enforce-
ment; training; victim services; population coverage; and interagency coordination.

State Legislation and Enforcement

Most of those interviewed were satisfied with the existing state legislation in the areas of
domestic violence and sexual assault. In many cases, these laws were only recently passed as
the result of much hard work, and people are waiting to see how they are implemented. Some
people cited a few issues still being pursued through legislative action in one or more of the
twelve states, including:

Addressing violence in dating relationships and among teens,
Preventing domestic assaults from being pled down, |

Giving police the ability to arrest when a threat to kill a partner 1s made,
Reviewing and improving evidentiary rules to enhance prosecution,
Changing how polygraphs and cameras are used in court, and

Eliminating the presumption of joint custody of children in cases involving domestic

PG SRR
10ICIICC,

Those we spoke with expressed much greater concern about the gap between state legisla-
tion and its enforcement than about the need to create new laws. Policy and protocol
development is one missing link between the law and its enforcement. In several states those
interviewed mentioned that stricter implementation guidelines were needed for prosecutors
and police departments. Some states had recently implemented legislation requiring that such
protocols be written. Some of those interviewed indicated that even when states or jurisdic-
tions adopt model arrest policies for domestic violence, they are not applied consistently.

People we interviewed during site visits mentioned many more concrete examples of legal
gaps and barriers in the area of domestic violence than they did in the area of sexual assault.
When we asked specifically about sexual assault issues, people in most of our states acknowl-
edged that there were problems, but had far fewer concrete examples to offer. Interviewees
often said themselves that sexual assault had gotten less attention in their state than domes-
tic violence, and they hoped in the future to identify the most pressing sexual assault issues
and to develop more specific approaches for resolving them.

In most states, people interviewed believed that enforcement of the laws varied widely
across the state. While at least a few communities in every state carried out the laws, people
in every state said that they also had areas where the laws were not being implemented at all.
Interviewees in the states suggested that the lack of enforcement and follow-through is
caused by a number of factors:

In many states there is a lack of accountability with respect to knowing or following
new laws among judges, prosecutors, and sheriffs, who are elected or appointed for
long terms and do not report to an administrative authority,

Some states do not require a legal background or relevant knowledge for many
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positions of importance (including the judges and magistrates who rule on domestic
violence cases), and -

There is an overall lack of awareness and understanding about sexual assault and
domestic violence on the part of law enforcement officers, prosecutors, and judges in
many areas.

A couple of states did note, however, that improvements have been made, particularly by
law enforcement, and that the current challenge lies in generating a similar level of change
among prosecutors and judges. People in some states reported that police had more accurate
knowledge of current law than did judges, due to more consistent training requirements for
police that kept them updated on changes in the laws.

Stalking legislation is on the books in every state, but enforcement and effective inter-
vention are seen as a major problem in all the states we visited. Policies for applying these laws
are not well developed, and relatively little training in applying stalking laws has been
provided for law enforcement officers or prosecutors. Model programs for serving stalking
victims have not been developed and evaluated, or are not widely known. Most of those we
spoke with believe that stalking is a serious and very threatening form of violence against
women, but are unsure of how to respond effectively.

Training
Each of the twelve states visited identified training as necessary to continue to change atti-
tudes, promote better understanding, and alter the practices of those who have interactions
with victims of domestic violence and sexual assault. People in a majority of these states
expressed the need for further training of law
enforcement officers, judges, and prosecutors.  People in a majority of states visited
Several states also mentioned the need to train 5454 that Law enforcement officers,
probation and parole officers, health care judges, and prosecutors needed more
: - . : ,

providers, victim service providers, and court - oned

Y \ training; several also mentioned the
staff. The amount of training that already exist- . .

need to train probation and parole

ed prior to VAWA varied significantly from ‘ ad
state to state, suggesting that the need for addi-  officers, health care providers, victim

tional training is ongoing and deep. In several  service providers, and court staff.
states, we heard that turnover makes training
difficult, whereas others did not see turnover as an issue. Several of those interviewed noted
the need to institutionalize training, precisely so that new cohorts continue to be trained.

Training for Law Enforcement Personnel

Many states include material about domestic violence and sexual assault in their mandatory
curricula for new law enforcement recruits, but have no requirements that current law
enforcement personnel attend in-service training on these topics. Some states, and some local
departments, have in-service modules on these topics, but personnel may choose other mod-
ules and never receive this material. In states that trained new law enforcement officers in
- domestic violence but did not provide in-service training for officers already on the force,
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attrition in law enforcement agencies was actually viewed positively because it resulted in
trained officers replacing untrained officers. Clearly, training that updates the knowledge,
skills, and attitudes of current employees is as necessary as training for new recruits. Further,
unsworn personnel in sensitive positions, such as civilian police dispatchers, need training as
much as sworn officers.

Judges and Other Court Personnel

The need to make training mandatory for judges was brought up frequently in many states.
Many people stated that those who most need the training are the least likely to come to vol-
untary training sessions. Judges were identified as the least likely to be required to attend
training, but often the most in need. In two states visited, the State Supreme Court recently
required all judges to attend training on family violence issues. This mandate worked well in
one state but those interviewed said it created widespread resentment among judges in anoth-
er. In a third state, the law requires judges to attend annual training that covers issues of vio-
lence against women. Over 85 percent of judges attend, and the training seems to be well
accepted. .

Other court personnel were sometimes mentioned as needing a good deal of training.
Court clerks and other administrative court staff often are the first people women encounter
in the court system. They can help women understand the complexities of court procedures
and requirements, or their lack of helpfulness can be all it takes to discourage a woman from
going forward. Some people interviewed said these court personnel get little training in their
state. Also, they do not stay in their positions very long, so constant training of new employ-
ees is necessary but often missing. One of our site visit states used some of its FY 1995 STOP
funds to support the development of a training videotape for these personnel. The tape cov-
ered technical legal issues related to forms and procedures, and also covered attitude and
approach. It was well received by court personnel and might be used as a model to fill this
training gap in other states.

Victim Services

The level of existing support for victim services varies widely across the 12 states visited. In
some states, victim service agencies receive significant levels of operating support from state
' general funds or special funds (e.g., marriage
license and divorce filing fees), but others receive
much less or none at all. In the majority of states,
much stronger support exists for domestic vio-
lence programs than for sexual assault programs,
even when the support is not all that strong for
domestic violence services. Despite the fact that
existing domestic violence services cannot keep
up with the service demands placed on them, many of those interviewed said there was even a
greater need for direct services funding for sexual assault. The sexual assault programs were
described in several states as being less organized, having less of an infrastructure, and more
likely to face an ongoing struggle to survive. A number of states recognized the need to pay

The majority of states have much
stronger financial support for
domestic violence programs than
for sexual assault programs, but it
s still not adequate to the need.
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more attention to sexual assault and expressed their intention to use future STOP funding to
do this, as well as to give some consideration to the co-occurrence of sexual assault and domes-
tic violence for many women and the services necessary to help them with both. Specific service
gaps mentioned frequently during our site visits included the need for longer-term, noncrisis
services and services directed toward children.

Longer-Term Services

The majority of states described their victim services as being crisis oriented and short-term
focused, but expressed the need to provide a longer-term focus and related services. For victims
of domestic violence, crisis services were seen as
being insufficient to enable a woman to remain  Jfore follow-up and long-term
apart from her batterer and to become self-suffl- supportive services are needed,
cient. More follow-up and long-term supportive
services were seen as needed, including transitional
and affordable housing, job training, and child care. Legal assistance for victims was identified
as a gap in a number of states. Whether provided by a nonprofit victim services program, legal
aid, or court personnel, assistance with filling out court paperwork and court accompaniment
was seen as inadequate. Women undergoing civil battles regarding divorce, custody, or visitation
were often left on their own. Cutbacks in legal aid have strongly affected many communities.

- People on site visits expressed the need to see increases in these needed services through
the’actions of the responsible agencies as well as the desire to use STOP funds to help women
access these services through case management. Ongoing counseling and support were also
mentioned as longer-term needs. The lack of shelter services for substance-abusing women
also was noted in one state visited.

Victims of sexual assault also need services beyond the crisis moment, and the general lack
of such services was mentioned as a gap. Long-term counseling and advocacy to support a
woman through the sometimes lengthy criminal process were often lacking. But even more
important, many women who require help to deal with the psychological consequences of a
sexual assault are well past the time when they might have reported to the police or become
involved in the criminal justice process. Their mental health needs may be serious, but often
go unmet. Finally, adult survivors of childhood sexual victimization, whether incestuous or
involving non-family members, often have major mental health problems that go unaddressed.
They also have some legal options for redress of which they may be unaware, and they may
not have access to any competent advice about whether or how to exercise those options.

Children Affected by Domestic Violence

Services for children affected by domestic violence were mentioned in several states as a
newly recognized gap in their service provision. Domestic violence victims, when asked for
their greatest concerns, often mention concern for their children. Types of services men-
tioned included individual and group counseling for children who live in households where
their mother is being battered and interventions for such children when they are themselves
being abused or are at serious risk of abuse. Those services that do exist for children were
often only available for families residing in shelters, but little existed for the period before or
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after. Others mentioned the need to increase their understanding of the relationship between
domestic violence and child maltreatment and their capacity to deal effectively with families
where both occur.

Population Coverage

VAWA contains an important emphasis on using STOP funds to reach underserved popula-
tions. Therefore, we asked people during our site visits which population groups seemed to
be the most in need of services and the least able to access them. The groups most often iden-
tified were women in rural areas, language minorities, and racial and cultural minority women
in urban areas. We discuss gaps in services for each of these groups below. Other populations
mentioned as not adequately served by traditional services include the physically and men-
tally disabled, homeless, and gay and lesbian victims.

Rural Women

Rural areas in the majority of the 12 states are underserved. In most of these states, people
interviewed said that many women living in rural areas do not have access to a domestic vio-
lence program, and even fewer have access to a sexual assault program. While several states
have a limited number of service providers man-
Many women living in rural dated to serve all of the counties in the state, those

areas do not bave access to a interviewed say that many of these«programs are

unable to reach out effectively to communities

several hours away. Transportauon 1s a huge Farri-

er to serving women in rural communities.” Other

issues, such as the isolation, the tightness of small
. communities, and the importance of family net-
works, further distinguish the needs of women in rural areas and the difficulties in serving
them. In general, smaller and rural areas appeared to have more variation than major urban
areas in their overall community response to domestic violence. An individual judge plays a
much greater role in a community where he or she is the only judge than in larger cities where
there are many judges. People interviewed said the same thlng about the influence of particu-
lar prosecutors and sheriffs in outlying areas.

domestic violence program, and
‘even fewer have access to a
sexual assault program.

Cultural and language differences play a particularly important role for rural areas with
migrant farm workers and American Indian tribes. Several states identified a number of bar-
riers to protecting women on American Indian reservations. American Indian women often
live in isolated areas and thus generally face the problems of women in rural areas.
Reservations are poor, and lack of funds for services was often cited as a problem in several
states. In addition, overlapping legal jurisdictions create problems in communication and
consistency of enforcement across law enforcement agencies and courts. These problems are
exacerbated by differences in policies and training received by personnel in the overlapping
)unsdlctlons A good deal of work needs to be done before women on Indian reservations
will experience cooperative interactions among all of the players in dealing with their prob-
lems of sexual assault and domestic violence.
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Language Minorities

Non-English-speaking minorities confront a language barrier in addition to dealing with all
of the other issues faced by victims of violence against women. Many of those interviewed
identified these barriers in their state. The severity of this difficulty depends in large part on
where such victims live. Some victim service agencies with many clients from a particular lan-
guage group are able to hire bilingual statf. However, others serve areas where a multitude of
languages are spoken, and they are still learning how to reach out to them. Language barriers
also exist for perpetrators brought into the criminal justice system. Many places acknowl-
edged that they are not reaching minorities at all; they are struggling with the issue, but have
not yet found solutions.

Minority Women in Urban Areas

According to the people we interviewed, minority women in urban communities are also
being underserved in many of the states visited. Several victim service providers expressed
their concern about this, and many are struggling with how to reach out to women in these
communities. In several communities, people noted that minority women are much less like-
ly to report the crimes against them and are less trustful of law enforcement. In addition,
many victim service agencies are themselves primarily staffed by paid and volunteer nonmi-
nority women.

Some states have committed significant portions of their STOP funds to reach women in
these urban minority communities and have gone to considerable lengths to assure participa-
tion by appropriate provider agencies. Techniques include restricting funding access to orga-
nizations serving these communities and staffed by their members, offering assistance in
preparing proposals, making commitments for expanded funding in future years as these
organizations gain experience in delivering services, and asking successful agencies to share
their expertlse with others who might also develop the capacity to perform this work. The
activities in these states could serve as models for other states as they try to fill identified gaps
in population coverage.

Interagency Coordination

There has been significant progress toward interagency coordination as a result of VAWA. As
noted above, representatives of different agencies, public and private, are sitting down
together—planning and undertaking joint programs to reduce violence against women as part
of the STOP grant program. However, the process of building strong, collaborative relation-
ships takes time and commitment. As a result, lack of coordination at the state level, the local
level, or both remains a significant barrier to providing effective services for victims of
domestic violence and sexual assault. Coordination may occur at any level within a state and
both across or within a given discipline. The level of coordination at the state level varies, as
discussed in the VAWA planning section above. Within every state there are examples of
extensive coordination at the local level, but strong local level coordination throughout the
state is rare. Inconsistent coordination among agencies at all levels has led to both gaps and
duplication of services.
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Local History

The lack of appropriate attitudes or understanding on the part of a key player significantly
affects interagency coordination at any level. Individual ]udges prosecutors, and various
agency administrators were mentioned throughout the site visits as not being interested in
working together with victim service agencies. In some cases, they would not come to meet-
ings or task forces if invited, or they would come but not participate. Conversely, a history
of distrust and resentment sometimes made it difficult initially for representatives of victim
services and advocacy organizations to think about working collaboratively with law enforce-
ment and prosecution agencies in their communities. VAWA state coordinators and planning
group members in a number of states reported making efforts to overcome these barriers,
many of which appear to be moving in the right direction.

Structural and Political Barriers

In several states, political arrangements are major barriers to coordination. At the local level,
many states have large numbers of individual judicial districts, prosecutory districts, and law
enforcement jurisdictions. In many states, judges, district attorneys, and sheriffs are elected
officials and very powerful figures in the community. Getting them to the table has proved
difficult. In some places, judges who were elected were more accountable to their public,
while in other places the opposite was true. Where important elected officials at the state or
local levels were genuinely interested and concerned about the issue of violence against
women, they lent significant visibility and support to the implementation of VAWA within
their community.

Hiring freezes were another issue being experienced in a couple of states visited. Having
STOP monies to spend does not overcome the difficulty of bringing staff on board when a
governor, county, or city officials declare that no one can be hired. In the states affected,
STOP program development has been delayed by these freezes.

Data System Gaps

Effective communication is essential for a coordinated response to violence against women.
The lack of computer systems both within and across disciplines makes coordination more
difficult and is considered a barrier in its own right. Even when agencies have developed com-
puter systems to help improve services, these systems often cannot link to systems used in
other agencies and thus do not help with interagency coordination. For example, in a num-
ber of states it is nearly impossible for judges in one court to find out about cases going on
in a different court, despite the fact that they involve the same victim or incident. Most states
remain unable to track protection orders across county lines, although many are planning
statewide registries.

Recommendations—Removing Gaps and Barriers

People interviewed during site visits identified many gaps and barriers that prevent women
victims of violence from getting needed services and legal redress. The most important gaps
and barriers identified are:
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A Full implementation of domestic violence and sexual assault laws at the local level,

A Training for personnel in every sector, with particular attention to mandatory training
for current personnel (as opposed to new recruits) and for judges and court system
personnel,

Direct support services for victims of domestic violence and sexual assault, everywhere
and for everyone, but particularly for underserved populations of rural women, urban
minority women, and women affected by language barriers,

B Long-term support and legal.services, and

§ Criminal justice and victim services data systems that record the necessary information
and can link effectively with each other.

One intent of the VAWA legislation is to assist states in overcoming the barriers that pre-
vent them from effectively confronting violence against women. As will be further described
in Chapter 4, many states funded subgrants to meet specific gaps or barriers identified dur-
ing their planning process. In several states, the planning process around the STOP funding
appears to have béen a catalyst for both state and local coordination across disciplines.
However, there are a number of issues that the VAWA legislation does not speak to clearly,
with which states are continuing to struggle. The following recommendations address these
issues.

RECOMMENDATION 10: OJP should continue helping state STOP coordinators to
understand both the breadth and the limitations of their
options under VAWA.

OJP has already issued guidance and direction on a number of key issues. OJP has encour-
aged states to spread their STOP. focus among all three types of violence against women,
either through a victim services program which serves all types of victims or local collabora-
tions of domestic violence and sexual assault programs. It has clarified that funds in the dis-
cretionary category can be used for projects directed toward judges and other court person-
nel. And it has defined options for using STOP funds for services to batterers (allowable),
and restrictions on using STOP funds for victims’ civil legal needs other than those related
directly to protection from further abuse.

Nevertheless, some of these issues continue to be confusing to states, or they desire fur-
ther clarification about their options. Across the country, state after state and community
after community stress the lack of understanding among judges, their lack of accountability,
the disproportionate power they often hold, and their importance in the process of combat-
ing violence against women. Some state committees and planning agencies chose to interpret
courts as being a part of either the prosecution or discretionary funding streams, whereas
others excluded courts from the planning process and the possibility of receiving any funds.

OJP should continue to clarify acceptable uses of STOP funds with respect to judges and
court personnel so that states wishing to address the needs of the court system with VAWA
funds can feel free to do so, and the importance of including the judicial system in the col-
laborative process is underscored.
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Legal assistance to victims and treatment for batterers were two areas that many states
identified as needs, but noted that these were not explicitly identified by the VAWA legisla-
tion as appropriate uses of funds. Several states chose to interpret the guidelines so that pros-
ecution funds or discretionary funds could be used to fund legal aid for civil matters indi-
rectly related to battermg (e.g., child custody or child support issues), while others decided
that such activities were ineligible. None of the states we visited that identified batterers’
treatment as a gap in services were using their STOP funds to fill that need, although FY 1996
STOP guidelines from OJP make it clear that such projects are eligible for STOP funding.

RECOMMENDATION 11: OJP and the STOP-TA Project should give extensive guidance
to subgrantees in successful methods and programs for reaching
underserved populations.

Given the extent to which many victims’ service agencies are strugglmg (and failing) to reach
out to minorities and non-English-speaking communities, more assistance in this area needs
to be provided. Agencies that have successfully incorporated the needs of nonmajority pop-
ulations should be encouraged to share their experiences with others wishing to do the same.
Similarly, lessons must be drawn from successful rural outreach programs. The STOP-TA
project could write and disseminate issue briefs describing promising practices in this area.

Further, OJP could more aggressively disseminate models for training and outreach related
to specific underserved populations.

RECOMMENDATION 12: OJP and the STOP-TA Project should identify and dissemi-
nate model programs focused on offering victims post-crisis,
longer-term support.

The general concern that many victim service representatives expressed regarding the lack of
longer-term support is unlikely to be addressed by funding designed to promote legal aspects
of protecting women. These organizations need to coordinate with counseling, social service,
and housing agencies in their communities to ensure that victims of violence receive the
longer-term support they need once they leave a shelter (in the case of domestic violence) or
once the immediate crisis is past (in the case of sexual assault). Other organizations may be
more appropriate providers of additional supportive services, but connections should be
made to ensure that women have access to and receive those services.

RECOMMENDATION 13: OJP and the STOP-TA Project should identify and dissemi-
nate model programs and approaches for supporting the efforts
of small and/or rural organizations, including statewide
programs offering technical assistance and local collabomtzons
and coordinating councils.

A number of interviewees noted that smaller, often rural organizations—in some cases, vic-
tim services providers and in others, prosecution or law enforcement agencies—lack the staff
time or expertise to write grant applications. Organizations most in need of grant funds often
do not apply, making it difficult for states to reach the underserved. Planning agencies must
take the necessary steps to ensure that areas in need not only know about the availability of
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funding, but have the capacity to apply competitively, or that statewide agencies fill these
gaps by sponsoring training, supporting pilot studies with subsequent dissemination efforts,
or providing necessary technical assistance.

RECOMMENDATION 14: OJP and the STOP-TA Project should identify and disseminate
information on promising programs that work with youth toward
preventing another generation of women subjected to violence.

An overall need remains to educate and increase awareness of domestic violence and sexual
assault among teenagers. In several states, people interviewed saw strategies for intervening
with adults as a short-term solution, while early intervention and changing young people’s
attitudes were seen as necessary for long-term change. Work in schools and youth groups
serves two purposes—identifying young women who are already experiencing sexual or phys-
ical violence in their relationships, and changing attitudes and behavior to prevent future vio-
lence against women. People interviewed felt the need for prevention and education models
and promising practices to teach both young women and young men that date rape and bat-
tering are not acceptable, to teach alternative modes of behavior, and to teach young women
assertiveness and techniques for resisting coercion and violence.

RECOMMENDATION 15: OJP and the STOP-TA Project should identify and disseminate
information about promising programs focused on stalking,
either as independent projects or in conjunction with programs
focused on domestic violence or sexual assanlt.

States do not appear to be focusing on stalking. Mention of stalking nearly always occurred in
the context of subgrants which also focused on domestic violence and/or sexual assault. A needs
assessment may be necessary to evaluate whether this approach misses significant amounts of
stalking or whether it captures most serious incidents. It will also be important to monitor sub-
grantee activities to assess the extent to which they address stalking in their activities.

RECOMMENDATION 16: OJP and the STOP-TA Project should identify and dissemi-
nate information about promising programs and practices
focused on the needs of American Indian women, both on and
off reservations.

VAWA allows a specific set-aside for meeting the needs of reservation-based Indian women,
and OJP has allocated 4 percent of all STOP funds to support grants to Indian tribal govern-
ments. Some states are also using their own STOP grants to support work with Indian tribes.
However, in those states where we talked with representatives of services for Indian woman,
it was clear that they felt the issues had only begun to be addressed. Further, all of the STOP
attention is focused on resérvation-based women; Indian women in urban areas (about two-
thirds of all Indian women) are not specifically identified as a target group. Some people men-
tioned their needs when speaking about urban minority communities, but more attention may
need to be directed toward establishing coordination mechanisms for meeting the needs of
reservation-based and urban Indian women who are victims of battering or sexual assault.
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CHAPTER 4

State Subgrant Awards

Recognizing that collaborative efforts are needed to respond to violence against

women, the legislation required that at least 25 percent of the funds be used for victim
services, 25 percent for law enforcement, and 25 percent for prosecution. The remaining 25
percent could be allocated at the discretion of the states. The legislation also defined seven
purpose areas for which funds could be spent, with the understanding that states would iden-
tify their priorities through an inclusive planning process (see Chapter 3) and select projects
in these areas accordingly. The legislation clearly indicates that STOP grants are intended to
meet the needs of victims of domestic violence, sexual assault and stalking. This chapter
reports how states used their FY 1995 funds—the number and size of subgrants, the recipi- .
ent agencies, beneficiaries of the projects, the activities that are being undertaken, and the
extent to which these activities are meeting the goals of the legislation and addressing iden-
tified needs. The chapter also reports on plans of states and subgrantees to evaluate the STOP
grants, discusses the barriers facing these evaluations, and identifies topics on which addi-
tional research is needed. The analysis is based on subgrant awards for FY 1995, illustrated
and elaborated with findings from the site visits. At the time of this analysis, states had not
yet made subgrant awards from their FY 1996 and FY 1997 STOP funds.

This chapter provides a first look at how states are spending STOP grant funds.

It is important to note that these are initial findings that may change over the next few
years. In the first year (FY 1995) of STOB each state and territory received approximately
$426,000. States were allowed to use up to 5 percent of their allocation for administrative
activities and up to $25,000 for planning (some states used considerably less than these
sums). Thus, most states had a bit more than $380,000 to be spent on program activities. In
1996 and subsequent years, OJP is distributing substantially larger formula grants to the
states, the District of Columbia, and all but the smallest territories. States may well change
their strategies in the coming years as they receive considerably more federal funds and devel-
op more experience working in this program area. Therefore, it is important to remember
that this report deals with the first year of a six-year program, a year in which states had only
a limited amount of funding.
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The findings are further limited by the fact that not all FY 1995 subgrant funding is
included in this analysis. One state did not award its FY 1995 funds until FY 1996, so it is
not included. Information is missing on other FY 1995 awards because subgrant reports,
which were optional, were not submitted. Overall, data are available for 90 percent or more
of the FY 1995 funds in 40 states, for two-thirds or more of the subgrant funding in an addi-
tional 13 states, and for 30 percent of the funding in two states.

OVERVIEW OF FY 1995 SUBGRANTS

he FY 1995 subgrants included in the database totaled $19,659,191.° The average
I amount per subgrant was nearly $26,000, although some were quite small (reaching a
low of $326) and others were very large (reaching a high of $277,778). In all, 765 sub-
grants were awarded, averaging 14 per state. Some states made one or two large awards, while
others funded many small subgrants. At the extremes, six states made more than 25 subgrant
awards, while six made fewer than five. The subgrantees were typically funded for a period of
just under a year, but some were funded for as long as two years. The following sections
describe the distribution of these awards.

Allocation of Funds across Victim Services, Law Enforcement, and
Prosecution |

Defining the Requirement

States are keenly aware of the requirement that by the end of the second year of STOP
funding at least 25 percent of the funds should go to victim services, 25 percent to law
enforcement, and 25 percent to prosecution. However, we found considerable difference in
: the interpretation of this requirement among

Some states define the focus by the the states we visited. Interviews during state
type Of agency that receives the sub- si.te Visits reveal. that‘ the criteri.a that le'ad agen-
grant and others by the type of agency ~ cies are applying in allocating their funds
or person that benefits from the across the three focuses vary. Some states

g T : define the focus by the type of agency that
efforts. Multidisciplinary projects are receives the subgrant and others by the type of

difficult to allocate to the appropriate agency or person that benefits from the
categories in ways that reflect dollars efforts. For example, if a vicum services
devoted to particular purposes. ~ agency received funding to provide training to
= law enforcement officers, some states cate-
gorized this funding as victim services because of the nature of the recipient agency, whereas
others would categorize it as law enforcement. |

Although one goal of the 25/25/25 split is a multi-agency response to violence, relatively
few of these first-year subgrants involved true collaborative efforts. States intend to press for
more collaboration in the future. However, as states move toward funding more collaborative
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and cross-disciplinary subgrants, the accounting and allocation process will become more
complicated. Multidisciplinary projects are difficult to allocate to the appropriate categories in
ways that reflect dollars devoted to particular purposes. One lead agency made an allocation
based on ‘its assessment of project activities. Another allocated the entire amount for a
multidisciplinary project to law enforcement because the organization funded was a law
enforcement agency. In one state, local areas were asked to apply for special units that includ-
ed collaboration among victim services, law enforcement, and prosecution. Funds in this state
were distributed more equally across the three areas within each subgrant.

We used several criteria to assess how STOP grants were being used to meet the needs in
these three areas, including the type of agency receiving the funds, the project activities as
reported by the state, and the beneficiaries for whom the funds were being used. In general
these three analyses produced similar findings on how the funds were spent, as shown in the
following sections.

The Distribution of Awards

Our subgrant analysis suggests and our site visits confirm that most states met the split

primarily by funding separate grants to organizations working in each of the three areas, -

choosing type of agency as the means of defining the requirement States awarded subgrants
to many different types of organizations, including private nonprofit victim services
prov1ders, state- or local-level law enforcement and prosecution agencies, coalitions or asso-
ciations, universities, and hospitals, for example. These recipient, or subgrantee agencies
often have historically played very different roles in the response to violence against women,
and the type of agency may reflect very different uses of the funds. For example, victim advo-
cates generally play a different role when they work for a nonprofit victim services agency
than when they work out of a law enforcement agency or prosecutor’s office. For the pur-
pose of this analysis, subgrantees were categorized into five types of agencies:

Law enforcement agencies
Prosecution agencies
Private nonprofit victim services agencies

Other governmental agencies, such as courts or corrections or public victim services,
health, social services, or other public agencies

Other private-sector agencies (aside from victim services) and partnerships of two or
more different types of agencies

The number of subgrant awards, the average funding level, and the total awarded to each type
of agency are shown below in Table 1, while the percentage of STOP funds awarded to each type
of agency is illustrated in Figure 1. This shows that nonprofit, nongovernmental victim services
agencies received 38 percent of the funds, followed by prosecution agencies, which received 24
percent of the funds, and law enforcement agencies, which received 16 percent.

The funding pattern indicates that projects undertaken by private victim services agencies
tend to be smaller in scale. The largest projects funded with first-year STOP funds were often
undertaken by agencies other than victim services, law enforcement, or prosecution. These
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Table 1: Distribution of FY 1995 Subgrants across Agency Types

Number Average Amount Total Amount
Type of Subgrantee of Subgrants of Subgrants of Subgrants
Private Victim Services 371 $19,656 $7,292,533
Prosecution 146 $30,842 $4,502,945
| Law Enforcement 112 $28,126 $3,121,936
QOther Government 55 . $32,028 "~ $1,761,537
Other Private
Sector/Partnerships 68 $36,424 » $2,476,850

SOURCE: Urban Institute 1995 STOP Subgrant Database

might be state statistical agencies, uni- [Figure 1: Percentage of STOP Funds

versities, or database development orga- Awarded to Different Types of
nizations awarded subgrants to develop Agencies

reporting forms, registries, linkages otmer Private Agemcies

among statistical systems, and similar Other Public Agencies 13%

9%

infrastructure projects. It should be
noted that STOP funds may be used in
combination with a variety of other
funds (such as Byrne or VOCA | prate victim§
monies) to support projects much larg- S
er than the STOP subgrant award

amount would indicate. Because infor-
mation about additional funding SOURCE: Urban Institute 1995 STOP Subgrant Database
(beyond the match) 1s not available, the

size of overall project budgets is not known with complete certainty. Based on the 1nf0rma—A
tion available, it appears that private victim services agencies often received smaller grants to
provide services to victims or undertake smaller projects within their communities. Large
awards to public or private agencies other than law enforcement, prosecution or victim ser-
vices (or to partnerships of these three) often supported large statewide training projects or
needs assessments to benefit law enforcement, prosecutors, or victim services, and thus are
counted within those categories although they are being conducted by a different type of
agency. In one state, partnerships between local law enforcement, prosecution, and private
victim services agencies received large awards to support intensive coordinated responses in
three counties. Another large subgrant was provided to a court to implement a unified data-
base system to integrate criminal, civil, and family courts.

Law Enforcement
16%

Prosecution
24%

The amount of funding awarded to particular types of organizations varied substantially
across states. Some states awarded no funds to a particular category of organization, other
states awarded between 1 percent and 24 percent of their funds to organizations in a given
category, while still other states gave agencies in the category 25 percent or more of the STOP
funds. The distribution of funding is shown in Table 2. Private victim services agencies
received at least 25 percent of the funds in the majority of states and received no funds in the
fewest states. Law enforcement agencies, on the other hand, were the most likely to receive
no funds and the least likely to get 25 percent or more.
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Table 2: Allocation of FY 1995 Funds by Subgrantee Agency

Number of States or Territories
1-24% 25% or More
Subgrantee Agency No Funds of Funds of Funds
Law Enforcement 14 24 17
Prosecution 8 22 » 30
Private Victim Services 6 5 44

SOURCE: Urban Institute 1995 STOP Subgrant Database

STOP funds went to organizations at the state, regional, county, and city level. Over one-
third (36 percent) of subgrantee agencies were county-level agencies, but many others were
state-level (26 percent), regional (22 percent), or city-level (15 percent). However, a sub-
grantee may implement its STOP project across its jurisdiction or catchment area, beyond this
area, or within a more focused area. For example, a local-level victim services agency might
receive a grant to provide training to an entire region. Information pertaining directly to the
scope of the project rather than the scope of the implementing agency was not available for
this analysis.

To assess compliance with the 25/25/25 split requirement, we looked at states’ reports of
how they assigned their funds to victim services, law enforcement, and prosecution.’ These
findings show a pattern similar to the one we saw when looking at which types of agency
received subgrants. Victim services subgrants accounted for 41 percent of all funds; law enforce-
ment for 25 percent; prosecution for 25 percent; and 10 percent remained in the discretionary
category.’ Again, the distribution of funding for these areas varied by state, as shown in Table
3. Nearly every state awarded 25 percent or more of its funds under the victim services catego-
ry, and most of the states awarded 25 percent or more of their funds under the law enforcement
and prosecution categories.

Table 3: Focus of FY 1995 Subgrant Activity

Number of States or Territories
) 1-24% 25% or More
Focus of Activity No Funds of Funds of Funds
Law Enforcement 2 16 37
Prosecution 4 13 38
Private Victim Services 0 1 54

SOURCE: Urban Institute 1995 STOP Subgrant Database

VAWA requires that to count as victim services, funds must meet two crlterla——they must
go to a nonprofit nongovernmental victim services agency, for the provision of services to vic-
tims. If we use this more stringent definition of victim services, many more states are not yet
meeting the victim services spending allocation. Although 25 states have awarded at least 25
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percent of first-year STOP funds to private nonprofit victim services agencies for direct
services to victims, 10 states have not awarded any subgrants that meet that definition, and 20
states have awarded some funds but less than 25 percent to such projects. This suggests that the
awards designated for victim services in these states are going to public agencies, rather than
private nonprofits, or to private nonprofits for uses other than direct services. Across all states,
23 percent ($4,540,900) of all STOP funds went to private victim services agencies to provide
direct services to victims, and 14 percent ($2,751,633) went to private victim services agencies
for other purposes, such as training or policy development. Because states have two years to
comply with the legislative mandate, it is possible that in the second year these states will allo-
cate resources to the types of subgrants that will bring them into compliance with VAWA.

The Use of Discretionary Funds

Most people interviewed in every state visited liked having 25 percent of the funds available
for discretionary uses, and many would have liked even more flexibility. How states chose to
use the discretionary funds varied widely. Some
states used the discretionary funds to fund
more activities in a particular area, depending
on the applications they received. Many states
used the discretionary money to fund more vic-
funds

PREESL0ON]

People interviewed in every state
visited liked having 25 percent of
the funds available for discre-

bave liked even more ﬂexzbzlzty.

um services pru;cu,a, Oi1ic state uS\,u its
for prosecution, and still others spread it more
evenly across the three areas. One state split the
discretionary funds equally across the three areas, despite the fact that there were more qual-
ified apphcatlons from victim services. Other states chose to use the discretionary funding
for special projects. One state used the discretionary funds specifically to address statewide
needs. A few others used their discretionary funds for purposes that did not fit into the other
three categories, such as training for health care providers, training for judges or court per-
sonnel, court database development, or
training for probation and parole staff.

Figure 2: Direct Beneficiaries of Subgrants

Direct Beneficiaries 60 L.

Regardless of the type of recipient 0 1
agency, projects could seek to serve any B i ¢
of a number of different types of bene- TR
ficiaries. We considered victims to be
direct beneficiaries only of those sub-
grants that work with them directly,
since all of the projects are intended to
benefit them ultimately. Specific agen-

cies (l.e., victim services or law enforce- . Hinde
ment) were considered to be beneficia- N s fan;
ries of grants that provided them with vetms e oncas s Trosecutlon

40
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Percent of Subgrants

10 -} .

Law Judiciary
Enforcement

Agencies
resources or enhanced their existing
ones, by supporting staff or training, for
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example. Subgrants often benefited more than one group. Figure 2 illustrates the percentage
of funds benefiting different populations. Victims were the direct beneficiaries of the largest
share of the grants, followed by victim services agencies, prosecution, law enforcement, and
the judiciary. Other possible but less common populations receiving services included perpe-
trators, children, the general public, corrections, health agencies, and many others. More than
half the projects (58 percent) sought to serve more than one type of beneficiary.

Distribution Across the Seven Legislative Purpose Areas

We examined state priorities for actions to reduce violence against women by looking at the
distribution of STOP funds across the legislative purpose areas and the extent to which each
is being addressed. The seven legislative purpose areas are:

Training for law enforcement officers and prosecutors,
Special units for law enforcement/prosecution,

[ Developing policies and/or protocols,

"] Developing data and communication systems,
Developing/enhancing victim services,
Programs addressing stalking, and

Programs addressing the needs of Indian tribes.

States may provide less funding to a purpose area because the purpose is not of critical
importance to them, because they have less capacity or experience in addressing that issue, or
because other funding is available. Victim services was the most heavily funded purpose area
(in terms of both number of subgrants and amount of funding), followed by law enforcement
or prosecution training, policy development, special units, and data collection. Programs
addressing stalking or the needs of Indian tribes received few grants and little funding. The
training subgrant awards were the largest on average; subgrants for data, special units, policy
development, and victim services were moderate in size; and subgrants addressing the issue
of stalking or needs of tribes were quite small. For the nation as a whole, the distribution of
funds across the various purpose areas is shown in Table 4, while Figure 3 illustrates the per-
centage of the FY 1995 STOP funds spent in each area. The two largest areas of funding were
victims services (39 percent) and training for law enforcement and prosecution (26 percent).
Other areas of substantial funding included policy and protocol development (11 percent),
special units for law enforcement and prosecution (11 percent), and data and communication
systems (9 percent). Note that the amount spent on the needs of Indian tribes does not
include other VAWA funds allocated by OJP to that purpose area and reflects the fact that

not all states have tribes within their boundaries.®

For the most part, the purpose area activities were conducted by organizations that
traditionally worked in that area—these agencies had the experience and interest in writing
proposals and conducting the needed work. Thus, training and special unit subgrants were most
likely to be awarded to law enforcement and prosecution agencies and least likely to go to
private victim services agencies. Subgrants for victim services went mostly to private victim
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Table 4: Distribution of FY 1995 Subgrants across Purpose Areas

Number of Average Amount | Total Amount
Purpose Area Subgrants of Subgrants of Subgrants

Develop/Enhance Victim Services 456 $16,227 $7,383,509
Law Enforcement/Prosecution Training 217 $22,989 $4,965,634
Policy/Protocol Development 119 $16,808 $2,000,101
Special Law Enforcement/

Prosecution Units 103 $19,353 $1,993,329
Data/Communications Systems 80 $20,514 $1,641,119
Stalking 27 $11,161 $301,346
Indian Tribes 26 $8,383 $217,953

SOURCE: Urban Institute 1995 STOP Subgrant Database

services agencies, although some were __ :
awarded to law enforcement or prosecu- |Figure 3: Allocation of STOP Funds by

tion agencies. Policy subgrants were Purpose Areas
most hkely to be a‘:v‘arc‘ied to P rosecution Data/Communication  Special Law Enforcement/

. 11 . . PR Syst Prosecution Units
agencies and least likely to go to }l;:uvaw sunngana ™ ion

Indian Trib ’

victim services agencies (which may ndian Tribes Policy and Protocol
indicate the need for policy development Development
in the area of prosecution). Data collec-
tion subgrants went most often to law
enforcement and other governmental » Training for

. . . Victim Law Enforcement/
agencies (besides prosecution), least Services Prosecution

39% 26%

often to private victim services agencies
(suggesting that these projects may [SOURCE: Urban Institute 1995 STOP Subgrant Database
focus on the development of databases
for law enforcement agencies). However, some subgrants were awarded to one type of agency
to provide services or training for a different discipline. These efforts were generally seen as a
strategy for increased cross-agency collaboration, although further evidence of this will be the
extent to which activities conducted during the project involve joint efforts by agencies from
different disciplines.

It should be remembered that decisions on purpose areas are strongly influenced by the
priorities identified by states in the planning process, by the quality of the applications they
received, and by the availability of funds from other agencies to fund high-priority items. In
general, the pattern of awards is consistent with the site visit findings that the most pressing
needs were in the area of victim services and training. However, the lack of attention to stalk-
ing may also reflect the fact that many people say they need more information on how to
respond to stalking—more information on model programs, policies, and legislation.
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Distribution of Effort across Domestic Violence, Sexual Assault, and
Stalking

The federal legislation specifies that STOP funds must be used on projects that focus on
domestic violence, sexual assault, or stalking. It does not specify any particular distribution
of funds across these types of violence, and it leaves complete discretion to the states to fund
projects that focus on one, two, or all three crimes. We looked at how states chose to address
these forms of violence in their subgrant funding decisions.

Domestic violence received far more funding and grant awards than sexual assault, and
stalking received very little (except insofar as it was considered a part of domestic violence or
sexual assault). The majority of projects focused on only one type of violence, but many (40
percent) focused on two or more. Forty-seven percent of the subgrants focused on domestic
violence alone; 13 percent on sexual assault only; 23 percent on both domestic violence and
sexual assault; and 8 percent on all three types. Domestic violence was thus the focus (alone
or in combination with sexual assault and/or stalking) of over three-quarters of the grants. The
distribution of subgrants and funding across the three types of violence is shown in Table 5.7

Table 5: Distribution of FY 1995 Subgrants across Type of Crime

Number Average Amount Total Amount

Focus Area of Subgrants of Subgrants of Subgrants
Domestic Violence 604 $20,602 $12,402,193
Sexual Assault 343 $15,731 $5,395,781
Stalking 72 $11,850 $853,181

SOURCE: Urban Institute 1995 STOP Subgrant Database

State-by-state analysis revealed that no state spent less than 28 percent and one state spent
all of its funds on domestic violence. No state spent more than half of its funding on projects
related to sexual assault, although several states did split their victim services funds relatively
evenly between the two areas. Thirty-four states did not spend any STOP funds on stalking.

Evidence from site visits to 12 states suggests that, despite the significant dearth of ser-
vices for domestic violence victims, particularly in rural areas or special populations, sexual
assault programs are even less available. Perhaps the disparity between grants focusing on the
two types of crime indicates that domestic violence is a more common and widespread crime
in the community. However, many states voiced concern that not only are sexual assault pro-
grams greatly underfunded, but they also tend to be located in smaller victim services agen-
cies that do not have experience in applying for funds or a strong network within the state to
help them formulate their priorities and compete for grants. For example, rape crisis centers
are even more likely than domestic violence programs to have very small paid staffs (if any)
and less likely to have access to experienced proposal writers. A subgrant project in one state
was developed to address this issue directly by providing technical assistance specifically to
develop capacity in rape crisis centers. A four-day retreat was held to work with the centers
to develop strategic plans, identify needs, write grant applications, and consider what hiring
another staff person can mean for an existing staff of only four or five persons.
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Only one grant addressed stalking by itself; all the others addressed it in combination with
domestic violence and/or sexual assault. The lack of emphasis on stalking in the subgrants is
reflected in the overall lack of discussion and efforts against stalking in the states where site
visits were conducted. Several states made no effort to include stalking in their subgrants or
planning discussions. Others included stalking as a focus area of training grants, although the
primary emphasis in most cases is still domestic violence. One state is holding a statewide
summit on domestic violence and stalking issues to identify state needs and future directions.
Subgrant projects such as this will provide a clearer understanding of whether efforts to reduce
or eliminate stalking should be integrated into ongoing work being done with domestic vio-
lence and sexual assault, or whether efforts should focus specifically on stalking.

Addressing the Needs of Underserved Populations

OJP encourages states to use STOP funds to address the needs of previously underserved
victim populations, including racial, cultural, ethnic, and language minorities as well as rural
communities. The Gaps and Barriers section of Chapter 3 describes the needs of underserved
populations and barriers to addressing those needs identified by states during the site visits.
This section focuses more specifically on the extent to which states used their STOP funds
to improve services to these victim populations. Using the information included in the
Subgrant Award Reports, we analyzed the extent to which subgrants include explicit efforts
to reach and serve an underserved population.

Less than half (42 percent) of the STOP funds were used to fund subgrants intended to reach
underserved populations.® These projects make up 53 percent of the subgrants included in this
analysis. The extent to which this funding will actually be dedicated to underserved populations
cannot be determined from the data. The entire project may be dedicated to addressing the needs
of an underserved population, or efforts within the project may actually be limited.

Extending services to underserved areas within states was an important priority in a num-
ber of states. Typically, the underserved community was rural, but a small number of projects
focused on highly distressed urban neighborhoods. Subgrants focusing on geographically
underserved areas represented 45 percent of the funds awarded to all projects targeting the
underserved and 52 percent of the subgrants.

The site visits shed light on the extent to which states made explicit efforts to reach the
rural areas they identified as being underserved. Many states did very little to attract or
encourage applications from rural areas, but to the extent that rural areas applied for funds
for eligible projects, their applications received priority. Other states took more direct steps
to reach out to rural communities and to ensure that they received a significant share of the
funds. One state decided early on that its largest metropolitan area would not receive any
STOP monies. Through a needs assessment, it identified 19 rural areas that desperately need-
ed victim services and is using STOP funds to provide training and services and further assess
the needs of these communities. Coordinating councils are being developed in each commu-
nity to identify the needs of the communities and to apply for funds. A council was also
developed to address the needs of two Indian tribes. Another state made a special effort to
reach rural areas through a series of community forums in outlying areas to identify needs
and encourage the communities to begin developing applications.
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A few states funded individual subgrants to increase the capacity of rural areas to address
violence against women. One state provided funding to an existing project that works with
migrant farmworker groups, many of whom are from Latin America and do not speak fluent
English. The project trains two volunteer women in each of the groups to be sexual
assault/domestic violence liaisons between members of their community and local service
providers. The STOP funds are being used to provide training for the service providers
(health clinics, crisis line workers, police, and shelters) and to conduct more outreach to the
communities. Another interesting model funded by another state serves three rural counties
through a “circuit-riding” domestic violence prosecutor who serves as a one-person special
unit in these counties. This special prosecutor conducted an assessment of judges, hospitals,
and prosecutors to determine what they are doing to assist victims of violent crimes, devel-
oped a plan to address women’s service and support needs, and prosecutes domestic violence
cases in each county. '

States dedicated fewer projects and less money to serving groups defined by racial/ethnic,
linguistic, or other characteristics such as physical disability; age, sexual orientation, or migrant
status. Again, states indicated during site visits that programs are still struggling with how to
reach these populations. One vicum services :
provider, for example, received a subgrant to When rural areas applied for
conduct focus groups with African-American and  funds, their applications received
Vietnamese women to identify their needs and  priority, but only a few states made
better address their concerns. This project is & serious effort to attract or encour-
doing outreach in underserved neighborhoods, age applications from rural areas.
has developed a list of on-call interpreters for :
domestic violence cases, and is producing materials in multiple languages. In another state, the
interests of underserved populations were reflected in a policy of allocating a specitic propor-
tion of all STOP subgrant funds to particular populations, thus spending 25 percent of the fund
on the needs of Indian tribes and 25 percent on the needs of women of color.

The State Matching Requirement

OJP requires matching funds of at least 25 percent of STOP funds for subgrants awarded to
agencies other than private victim services providers. Non-federal sources, either cash or in-
kind, may be used to meet the match. High rates of compliance with the match requirement
were found among subgrants included in this analysis.” Matching funds totaling 23.6 percent of
the STOP funds are reported for those subgrantees required to meet the match. Nearly two-
thirds (62 percent) of the match comes from in-kind sources, while 38 percent comes from cash
matches. Consistent with the legislative requirement, we found that private victim services
agencies were not likely to report matching funds, while all other types of subgrantee were.

Most states included in the site visits reported few if any problems in meeting the matching
requirements. Several states noted that the ability to use in-kind matches was critical. Concerns
were raised by two states that the matching requirement tended to limit the number of appli-
cations received from prosecutors. The lead agencies are trying to encourage the use of in-kind
matches, which prosecutors are less familiar with. These states also noted that clearer guidelines
on in-kind matching would be useful, as well as information on other federal regulations about
program income and nonsupplantation restrictions.
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Evaluation of STOP Grant Activities

The VAWA legislation contains some evaluation requirements, and OJP has encouraged
states to evaluate their subgrants. We examined whether states and subgrantees planned to
report their progress on their planned activitues (performance monitoring) and whether they
also planned to assess the outcome or impact of their work. Questions about current or
planned evaluation activities were also included in the site visit interviews. In addition to doc-
umenting any state- or subgrantee-level evaluation efforts being planned we asked about any
data resources—in law enforcement, prosecution, victim services, or courts—available to
support evaluation activities related to violence against women, the types of outcomes and
other measures one might examine in an evaluation, and the issues that states and subgrantees
most wanted studied in an evaluation.

It is fairly common, regardless of the activity or service being examined, to find that state
and local administrators and service providers have not given much thought to evaluating the
impact of their programs. The STOP grants program is no exception. It appears that states and
subgrantees will need a good deal of
assistance in designing and executing useful
evaluations of program impact. Subgrantee
plans for evaluation more often fell under the
heading of performance monitoring than of
outcome evaluation. Information on eval-
uation plans was available for approximately half of the subgrantees. In 77 percent of these,
performance monitoring activities such as keeping track of the number of professionals
trained or victims sheltered were planned. The other 23 percent proposed evaluation activities
designed to assess the impact or outcome of the program, such as surveys to assess agencies’
policy changes or officers’ enhanced knowledge or attitudes subsequent to a training session.

States included in the site visits
reported few if any problems in
meeting the matching requirements.

Although contacts in several states explained that few subgrantees planned to do any eval-
uation, and this was one of the weakest aspects of subgrantee grant applications, in no state
did planning group members identify evaluation as a major criterion in their requests for pro-
posals. Several people felt that subgrantees should have more guidance on how to track
progress, and toward this end one state sponsored a one-day workshop on evaluation.
Another state had no state-level evaluation plans but is trying to get subgrantees to think
about their goals and how they would know if they were reaching them. Several states are try-
ing to have subgrantees complete a standardized information form; some states have had to

“modify the forms to fit the wide diversity of STOP projects while others have simply aban-
doned the effort. Yet other states intend to ask subgrantees to complete by hand whatever
numbers they can, but they recognize that this is very time consuming and will still not
amount to an evaluation. One person also commented that small agencies could only do so
much and so the state is more lenient with them.

While several lead agencies had evaluation departments (or a staff person devoted to
research), one agency explained that staff cutbacks left them with no evaluation staff and sev-
eral others simply had no internal research expertise. Some of these states admitted to hav-
ing little capacity to analyze even simple subgrantee performance monitoring data and had no
ideas for impact evaluation. One state has convened an evaluation team to review evaluation
data.
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At least two states visited are funding (or plan to fund) state-level evaluations of their
STOP grant activities. One of these states has very limited statewide data and will limit the
evaluation to five counties. It expects the evaluation to be primarily qualitative. It is also
applying for another federal grant to supplement this evaluation study. The other state is very
large and plans to include both process and impact measures in an evaluation of several local
demonstration projects.

Several states also funded data development projects as part of the regular grantmaking
activities. These tended to be limited to a single discipline—law enforcement, prosecution, or
victim services—and had the goal of makmg data systems in different geographic areas more
consistent or, in the case of victim service agencies, simply networking them via computer.
While some of these data projects may yield data useful for evaluation purposes, these can-
not be done immediately. Furthermore, law enforcement and prosecution systems are very
unlikely to include any victim outcomes of interest.

Several barriers to evaluating STOP grants emerged from the site visits. One was a lack of
understanding of the kinds of evaluations needed and how to do them. A second was the lack
of data systems needed to gather information for evaluations. This was particularly critical to
evaluation of interagency collaboration, which requires examination of how cases are handled
by multiple agencies in a community.

The term “evaluation” was interpreted quite differently by different people we interviewed.
When asked about plans for evaluation, many people described various ongoing or planned
grant-monitoring or performance-monitoring activities, rather than evaluations of changes
resulting from project activities. These consisted of periodic site visits to subgrantees and com-
piling basic information on the number of cases processed (e.g., law -enforcement officers
trained, cases prosecuted, victims served, etc.) and expenditures to date. They also plan to exam-
ine whether certain project objectives are being met, such as collaborating with other
organizations in the community or staying on schedule. This type of response was especially
common among grant administrators responsible for administering and monitoring the perfor-
mance of other grant programs such as COPS, VOCA, and Byrne, and small private nonprofit
service providers who relied heavily on grants to support their work. In addition to performance-
monitoring activities, many STOP recipients are evaluating specific training or other direct ser-
vices by having beneficiaries complete an “evaluation form” designed to solicit direct feedback.

Many people interviewed understood evaluation to mean more than performance monitor-
ing, and there was widespread—but not universal—interest in both process (or qualitative)
evaluation and more rigorous outcome (or quantitative) evaluation research. While limited eval-
uation efforts are under way in some communities, many were quick to report how challenging
it was to conduct meaningful evaluation research. Furthermore, a number of people identified
evaluation as one of the biggest gaps in their community’s efforts to address violence against
women. In some of these communities, they admitted not having an evaluation component, and
this worried them because they did not know what was or was not working. They explained that
they needed evaluation results to plan effectively for the future, rather than “just spend money
on services.” One state coordinator explained that their office had two grants from non-STOP
sources that had major evaluation components. The coordinator felt that grants designed to
develop health and social service programs had a long tradition of evaluation and that those in
the criminal justice area should also.
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The lack of routine data collection at the agency level that might support evaluation
efforts is as serious an obstacle as are issues of definition and measurement. This limitation
was found to some degree in every state and community visited. STOP grantees faced many
different types of data limitations. Many states said that they do not have state or local data

systems—especially in rural areas—able to support even basic evaluation efforts. Others
commented that limited data systems exist but did not allow one to identify domestic vio-
lence or sexual assault cases. Some states said that their tradition of “local control” often
meant resistance to efforts to develop statewide reporting or data systems. In such situations,
people interviewed explained that it would be difficult even to .count the number of cases of
interest, let alone track them over time or through various justice and social service systems.
Other people explained that they had data systems that could generate numbers of cases with
various characteristics, but little else. Finally, among the small number of states with relatively
good discipline-specific data systems, there was little capacity to link these systems."

Of great interest was an ability to link cases over time and through various systems: law
enforcement, prosecution, courts, and victim services. Unfortunately, few, if any, communities
have a comprehensive, multi-agency data information system that provides this kind of infor-
mation. Several states have very centralized multi- -agency data systems in various stages of
development. These are very sophisticated and expensive projects that have been in develop-
ment for many years prior to the passage of VAWA. Some of these systems may still present
various limitations. In one state, for example, the new system was confined to the criminal
justice system and would not include civil actions. Even among these states, however, few had

detailed plans for using these new data systems for STOP grant evaluations.

There are many other challenges involved in collecting useful evaluation data. Victim ser-
vices agencies interested in evaluation are often unable to stay in contact with victims, so fol-
low-up data to assess longer-term impact cannot be collected. Further, these agencies must
also grapple with complex confldentlallty issues as they think about the possibility of linking
their data with other victim services agencies or with justice agencies.

Several people commented that they had not received guidance from federal officials on
the types of evaluation expected from grantees or subgrantees and they anxiously awaited such
guidance. To date, OJP has concentrated on getting programs in place and its technical assis-
tance strategy under way. It has offered little guidance on how to go about evaluation and has
not disseminated the Subgrant Award Statistical Summary or the state Annual Performance
Report forms that ask for specific impact information. Many planning group members and
state-level contacts commented that they were struggling with complex issues such as how one
defines and measures success. They were uncertain about how to document that a program is
meeting its goals and what impact they are having on reducing violence against women. They
questioned how one measures outcomes such as increasing collaboration or violence that has
been prevented. They also asked for guidance on how to link statistics to project activities and
goals in ways that place the numbers in context and “tell the real story.” The Evaluation
Guidebook being developed by the Urban Institute for OJP will be available in late summer
of 1997 to assist states with evaluation issues.

The site visits also identified a number of specific topics for future evaluation. These top-
ics covered a wide variety of subjects related to violence against women. While not all are
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related to STOP funding, these topics suggest research needed to help victims. High on the
list of priorities was evaluation of the effectiveness of:

¥ Ant-stalking programs,

Cross-training efforts,

B Training of mental health professionals,

B Supervised visitation centers,

M Electronic monitoring systems, and

B Coordinated community response. .

State and local contacts were also interested in understanding:

B The impact of different types of counseling for sexual assault victims,
B The effect of domestic violence on juveniles (especially in rural areas),

B Effectiveness of civil court advocacy (and orientation to and demystification of the
court process generally),

The impact of prosecuting without the victim’s testimony,

B The impact of joint custody on children from families with a history of domestic vio-
lence, and

@ The impact of legal advocates and/or specialized courts on appearance rates.

People we talked with on site visits are also interested in knowing whether the following
outcomes result from their STOP activities:

B Higher rates of reporting, arrest, prosecution (including successful prosecution without
the victim’s testimony and with due regard for her safety), conviction, and incarceration,

Bl Better evidence collection, fewer dismissals and plea reductions, and longer sentences,
@ Increased accountability among law enforcement officers and judges,

B Higher levels of victim cooperation,

Fewer domestic homicides and less serious injuries to victims,

B Changes in batterers’ behaviors over time,

B Long-term shifts in attitudes within the community (and less victim blaming),

Increase m community knowledge about how to respond to domestic violence and
sexual assault, and

1 Involvement of a broader segment of the community in responding to violence against
women.

Finally, many people interviewed, especially victim services providers, emphasized the need
to develop better measures of victim satisfaction and sense of safety. They proposed using vic-
tim-based and community-wide surveys to generate more qualitative indicators of support for
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women, including (a) women’s experiences, (b) their quality of life and general well-being, and
(c) their knowledge and understanding of various resources and options available to them. They
also wanted to focus on the needs of battered women beyond short-term crisis intervention,
and they pointed out that women’s safety should be the outcome of primary interest.

RECOMMENDATIONS

RECOMMENDATION 17: NIJ evaluation activities should focus on the particular activi-
ties and service system changes suggested by state coordinators
and subgrantees. This includes the five grantees funded to con-
duct national evaluations of STOP program activities, plus
any other research activities related to STOP that NIJ funds.

STOP subgrants are being used to fund a wide array of activities, not all of which lend them-
selves to evaluations that are national in scope. However, participants in the STOP planning
process in the 12 states we visited articulated both program types for which we need more
knowledge about impacts, and specific impacts or outcomes they care about most. Their sug-
gestions were reviewed in this chapter, and make a good starting place for the NIj-funded
national evaluators and other NIJ STOP-related research to begin their thinking about what
elements of STOP activity they should evaluate and what outcomes they should use as criteria
of success. '

RECOMMENDATION 18: Federal efforts to support the capacity of states and subgrantees to
report on the impact of their projects should continue and be
intensified, including both techniques and approaches, and exam-
ples of bow to develop productive relationships with evaluators.

NIJ should continue its support for the development of evaluation methods. OJP should
expand the technical assistance to states on evaluation techniques, and also on how states and
subgrantees can find an evaluator with whom they can develop a productive relationship.
Evaluation is needed if we are to learn from the passage of VAWA. As noted in this chapter,
states need to build their capacity to learn from the STOP grants and report to the public and
Congress the impact of expanded efforts to serve victims and reduce violence against women.

RECOMMENDATION 19: OJP should clarify how states should classify subgrants in
relation to the 25/25/25 split.

There is considerable confusion in some states about how to classify a subgrant into the three
congressionally mandated categories (law enforcement, prosecution, and victim services). In
particular, OJP should stipulate whether subgrants are to be classified by the recipient agency
or by the immediate beneficiary. Clearer guidelines would help reduce the contentiousness we
encountered in some states over whether state awards are consistent with the legislative
guidelines. Although OJP provided examples of collaborative activities in the most recent
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application kits, further efforts need to be made to encourage states to fund subgrants that
are collaborative or support activities that benefit agencies and actors in more than one focus
area (i.e., law enforcement, prosecution, victim services, and other, discretionary agencies).

RECOMMENDATION 20: OJP should provide guidance on how to use in-kind resources
to meet the STOP match requirement.

It would be extremely helpful to have OJP put together guidelines on the use of cash and in-
kind matching. Different federal grants programs have different regulations on matching, and
it would encourage more agencies to apply for funds if they knew exactly how they could
access and use matches, especially in-kind matches. This is particularly critical for agencies
such as prosecutors’ offices, which often do not have access to cash.
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Urban Institute Activities for 1997 and Beyond

During 1997, Urban Institute statf will conduct the research necessary to complete the 1998
Report and will undertake other evaluation-related tasks.

The Urban Institute will create databases for the FY 1996 Subgrant Award Reports and
also for those of FY 1997, if they are available. This information will be analyzed to pro-
vide national summaries of STOP grantmaking activities similar to those that appear in
Chapter 4 of this report.

® The Urban Institute will develop databases and conduct analyses on Annual
Performance Reports from FY 1995 and possibly some FY 1996 STOP subgrantees,
assuming that the formats for these reports receive final clearance and are distributed
to states and to subgrantees in time for them to report the impact of their activities by
the end of December 1997. These reports will provide the first glimpse of whether the
activities funded with STOP monies are making any difference, and for whom. At a
minimum, we should be able to report on the following legislatively mandated impacts:

g Number of victims served and
@ Characteristics of victims served, including race/ethnicity, gender, and age.

Because many subgrants do not have services to victims as their direct activity, nor do
they have victims as their direct or most immediate beneficiary, these victim-related
impacts will not be relevant to them. Therefore, we hope these subgrantees will be asked
by OJP to report other outcomes of their activities, including:

o Number of training sessions held and the number and agency affiliation of people
attending training,

o Products (such as manuals, protocols, written procedures, and training curricula)
and what happened to them (such as number of agencies reviewing and considering
them for adoption, number of agencies formally adopting them, number of situa-
tions in which they have been used, etc.),
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s Victim outcomes, such as improved safety and improved quality of life,

a Within-system impacts, such as increased numbers of police cases going to prose-
cution, increased numbers of prosecution cases going to court, increased criminal
prosecutions of violators of restraining or protection orders, etc.,

m Cross-system impacts, such as increased number of cases responded to with a police-
victim advocate team, increased number of permanent restraining/protection orders
filed with the help of victim advocates located in courtrooms, establishment of local
anti-violence councils with broad community representation, etc., and

® Community-wide attitude change indicating reduced tolerance for violence against
- women.

& The Urban Insutute will work with the four NIJ-funded STOP evaluation grantees
funded in FY 1996 to coordinate all STOP evaluation activities under the aegis of NIJ
(see below).

B We will develop an evaluation guidebook intended for wide circulation to help STOP
state coordinators and subgrantees design effective evaluations. The guidebook will
contain information about how to choose an evaluation design, how to structure an
evaluation, and how to measure the important outcomes of subgrant activity. It will be
available in summer 1997.

B The Urban Institute will design three to five evaluations to assess the success of spe-
cific aspects of the STOP program. The topics selected for Urban Institute evaluation
work will be coordinated with those selected by the four new NIJ evaluators and will
not duplicate their efforts.

& For the years beyond 1997, we will conduct one or more of the evaluations designed
in 1997 and continue to work with NIJ’s new evaluation grantees to assure coordinat-
ed and integrated overall assessment of the STOP program’s impact.

Technical Assistance Activities for 1997

The STOP-TA Project expects to continue and expand its technical assistance activities in 1997.
It expects to support several more consultations involving visits to model programs in the
domestic violence and sexual assault areas. It will continue with its work on promising practices,
including the development of written materials for dissemination. In addition to promising pro-
jects identified by the STOP-TA Project directly, those identified during site visits by Urban
Institute researchers will be conveyed to the STOP-TA Project for dissemination. The Project
has held its first regional meeting for state STOP coordinators (in Florida on February 20-21)
and expects to hold the remaining three regional meetings during spring 1997. Finally, the STOP-
TA Project will continue to offer individual consultations to state coordinators and grantees.

New NIJ-Funded Research Activities

NIJ has funded four evaluations focused on the STOP program, in addition to the work of
the Urban Institute. The four new evaluators and their special focuses are:
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B Institute for Law and Justice, Washington, D.C.; Tom McEwen, Project Director.
Subject: law enforcement and prosecution activities under STOP (training, special
units, and policy development).

# American Bar Association, Washington, D.C., and Victim Services Agency, New York
City; Laura Nickles, Project Director. Subject: STOP-funded victim services.

B National Center for State Courts, Williamsburg, VA; Susan Keilitz, Project Director.
Subject: STOP-funded data collection and communication projects.

® Department of Indian Affairs, University of Arizona, Tucson, AZ; Eileen Luna,
Project Director. Subject: Activities of Indian tribes receiving STOP formula sub-
grants and STOP Violence Against Indian Women discretionary grants.

The Urban Institute will serve as overall evaluation coordinator for the STOP program. We
have the responsibility to see that our activities and those of the four new evaluation grantees
complement and support each other, do not duplicate efforts or present unnecessary burdens to
state grantees and subgrantees, and cover the major areas of interest in the STOP program. The
Urban Institute will have the responsibility for providing national data covering all STOP sub-
grants, using databases we create from the Subgrant Award and Annual Performance Reports.

The Urban Institute and the other four evaluators will also use these databases to identify
projects that might be appropriate for more focused evaluations on particular program models
within each evaluator’s subject area. In addition, each evaluator has taken the responsibility to
produce certain information of use to all the other evaluators and to design measures or rec-
ommend outcomes and indicators in its area of expertise that others may use. For example:

@ The Institute for Law and Justice is analyzing the language of state statutes regarding
waiver of filing fees and cost of evidentiary exams, and is developing indicators of the
level of cooperation or collaboration reached by a community.

The American Bar Association is developmg a typology or scheme for classifying and
describing victim services programs, is assessing implementation issues with respect to
waiver of filing fees and cost of evidentiary exams, and is collecting measures of victim
outcomes.

The University of Arizona is identifying the statutes under which Indian tribes in each
state interact with local justice agencies.

A The National Center for State Courts is compiling an inventory of relevant data sys-
tems currently available in states and also being developed, whether they use STOP or
some other funding base.

# The Urban Institute, in addition to preparing the STOP subgrant databases for every-
one’s use, 1s identifying all major federal sources of funds related to domestic violence
and sexual assault, whether through justice, health, mental health, or social services
agencies, and 1s preparing a summary of major changes in related programs (e.g., wel-
fare, employment and training, child welfare, health care) that are happening in states,
based on other work in progress at the Urban Institute.

Recommendations for measures and indicators that develop from this work will be incor-
porated into the evaluation guidebook to be produced by Urban Institute staff.
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In addition to the evaluation activities just described, the National Institute of Justice will
continue to support a grants program aimed at developing a greater understanding of activi-
ties under the STOP formula grants. NIJ will solicit investigator-initiated projects within the -
general substantive framework established by VAWA, OJP, and NIJ.

1998 Annual Report

The final activity for the coming year will be preparation of the 1998 Annual Report on the
STOP program. The activities of all five NIJ evaluation grantees will contribute to this
report, which will be prepared by the Urban Institute. The 1998 Report will be the first to
contain some information about the numbers and characteristics of victims served through
STOP funding. It should also be able to document performance on a number of other criteria
such as training and data system development.
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FY 1996 STOP Violence Against Women Formula Grants Program
List of Designated State Agencies

Alabama

Mr. Luke Marshall

Division Chief

Alabama Department of Economic &
Community Affairs

Law Enforcement/ Traffic Safety
Division

401 Adams Ave.—PO. Box 5690

Montgomery, Alabama 36103-5690

(334) 242-5803; (334) 242-0712-fax

Alaska

Jayne E. Andreen

Executive Director

Council on Domestic Violence &
Sexual Assault

RO. Box 111200

(Street address: 450 Whittier St., Rm.
204)

Juneau, Alaska 99811-1200

(907) 465-4356; (907) 465-3627-fax

American Samoa

La’aulii A. Filoialli

Executive Offices of the Governor
Criminal Justice Planning Agency

Pago Pago, American Samoa 96799
(684) 633-5221

(684) 633-7552

Arizona

Donna Irwin

Director

Governor’s Office for Women
1700 West Washington, Suite 420
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

(602) 542-1755; (602) 542-5804-fax

Arkansas

Mary Ruth Parker

VAWA Grants Coordinator

Office of the Prosecutor Coordinator
323 Center, Suite 750

Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

(501) 682-3671; (501) 682-5004-fax

California

Lori Nosanow

Program Manager

Sexual Assault/Domestic Violence
Branch

Governor’s Office of Criminal Justice
Planning

1130 K Street, Suite 300

Sacramento, California 95814

(916) 324-9216; (916) 324-9167-fax

Colorado

Wendell Graham

Planning Grants Officer

Colorado Victims Program
Division of Criminal Justice
Department of Public Safety

700 Kipling Street, Suite 1000
Denver, Colorado 80215

(303) 239-5728; (303) 239-4491-fax

Connecticut

Gerald Stowell

Planning Director

Policy Development & Planning
Division

Office of Policy and Management

450 Capitol Ave.

Mail Stop #52-CPD

PO. Box 341441

Hartford, Connecticut 06134

(860) 418-6403; (860) 418-6496-fax

Delaware -
Cheryl Stallman g
Program Coordinator

Delaware Criminal Justice Council
Carvel State Office Building

4th Floor

820 N. French Street

Wilmington, Delaware 19801

(302) 577-3430; (302) 577-3440-fax
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District of Columbia

Catherine Hargrove

Criminal Justice Specialist

Office of Grants Management &
Development

717 14th Street, N.W., Suite 500

Washington, D.C. 20005

(202) 727-6554; (202) 727-1617-fax

Florida

Shelia Henkins-Jarrett

Deputy Director for VAWA

Executive Office of the Governor

Governor’s Task Force on
Domestic Violence

The Capitol

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0001

(904) 921-2168; (904) 413-0812-fax

Georgia

Michelle Freeman

Planner

Criminal Justice Coordinating
Council

503 Oak Place, Suite 540

Atlanta, Georgia 30349

(404) 559-4949; (404) 559-4960-fax

Guam

Cecila A.Q. Morrison
Deputy Director

Bureau of Women’s Affairs
Office of the Governor
PO. Box 2950

Agana, Guam 96910

[011] (671) 472-8931

[011] (671) 477-GUAM-fax

Hawaii

Tony Wong

Planning Specialist

Resource Coordination Division
Department of the Attorney General
425 Queen Street

Honolulu, Hawaii 96813

(808) 586-1096; (808) 586-1373-fax

Idaho

Steve Raschke

Grants Management Supervisor

1daho Department of Law
Enforcement

PO. Box 700

Meridian, Idaho 83680-0700

(208) 884-7042; (208) 884-7094-fax
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Illinois

Candice M. Kane

Associate Director

Federal and State Grants Division

Illinois Criminal Justice Information
Authority

120 South Riverside Plaza, Suite 1016

Chicago, Illinois 60606

(312) 793-8550; (312) 793-8422-fax

Indiana

Kramer Justak

Program Director

Indiana Criminal Justice Institute
302 W. Washington Street

Room E-209

Indianapolis, Indiana 46204

(317) 232-7610; (317) 232-4979-fax

Iowa

Janice A. Rose

Program Coordinator

Governor’s Alliance on Substance
Abuse

Lucas State Office Building

East 12th & Grand

Des Moines, Iowa 50319

(515) 242-6379; (515) 242-6390-fax

Kansas

Juliene A. Maska

Victims” Rights Coordinator
Office of the Attorney General
2nd Floor Judicial Center

301 S.W. 10th Ave.

Topeka, Kansas 66612-1597

(913) 296-2215; (913) 291-3875-fax

Kentucky

Donna Langley

Program Coordinator

Division of Grants Management
Kentucky Justice Cabinet

403 Wapping Street

Bush Building, 2nd Floor
Frankfort, Kentucky 40601

(502) 564-7554; (502) 564-4840-fax

Louisiana

Alyce Lappin

Deputy Assistant Director

Louisiana Commission on Law
Enforcement

1885 Wooddale Boulevard

Room 708

Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70806-1511

(504) 925-4443; (504) 925-1998-fax

Maine

David A. Giampetruzzi

Program Administrator

Maine Department of Public Safety
36 Hospital Street

Augusta, Maine 04333

(207) 877-8016; (207) 624-7088-fax

Maryland

Debra A. Bright

VAWA Coordinator

Governor’s Office of Crime Control
& Prevention

300 East Joppa Road, Suite 1105

Towson, Maryland 21286-3016

(410) 321-3521 ext. 330;

(410) 321-3116-fax

Massachusetts

Rai Kowal

Director

VAWA/STOP Program

Executive Office of Public Safety
100 Cambridge Street, Room 2100
Boston, Massachusetts 02202
(617) 727-6300 ext. 305;

(617) 727-5356-fax

Michigan

Susan M. Kangas

Grants Coordinator

Department of Social Services

235 South Grand Ave., Ste. 1503
PO. Box 30037

Lansing, Michigan 48909

(517) 335-3931; (517) 373-8471-fax

Minnesota

Donna McNamara

Grants Administrator

Department of Corrections

Victim Services Unit

1450 Energy Park Drive, Suite 200
St. Paul, Minnesota 55108-5219
(612) 643-3593; (612) 643-3444-fax

Mississippi

Herbert Terry

Director

Office of Justice Programs

Division of Public Safety Planning

Mississippi Department of Public
Safety

PO. Box 23039

Jackson, Mississipp1 39225-3039

(601) 359-7880; (601) 359-7832-fax
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Missouri

Vicky Scott

Victim Assistance Program Specialist
Missouri Department of Public Safety
PO. Box 749

Jefferson City, Missouri 65102-0749
(573) 751-4905; (573) 751-5399-fax

Montana

Wendy Sturn

Program Coordinator

Montana Board of Crime Control
303 North Roberts

(or PO. Box 201408)

Helena, Montana 59620-1408

(406) 444-3604; (406) 444-4722-fax

Nebraska

Nancy Steeves

Federal Aid Administrator

Nebraska Commission on Law
Enforcement & Criminal Justice

PO. Box 94946

301 Centennial Mall South

Lincoln, Nebraska 68509

(402) 471-2194; (402) 471-2837-fax

Nevada

Jean M. Mischel

Deputy Attorney General

Office of the Attorney General

555 East Washington Ave., Ste. 3900
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101

(702) 486-3095; (702) 486-3768-fax

New Hampshire

Mark C. Thompson

Director of Administration

State of New Hampshire
Departiment of Justice

33 Capitol Street

Concord, New Hampshire 03301
(603) 271-1234; (603) 271-2110-fax

New Jersey

Gail Faille, Chief

Office of Victim-Witness Advocacy
Division of Criminal Justice
Department of Law and Public Safery
25 Market Street, CN 085

Trenton, New Jersey 08625

(609) 984-3880; (609) 292-0799-fax

New Mexico

Larry Tackman

Director

Crime Victims” Reparation
Commission

8100 Mountain Road, NE, Suite 106

Albuquerque, New Mexico 87110

(505) 841-9432; (505) 841-9437-fax

New York

Beth Ryan

Program Coordinator

Office of Funding and Program
Assistance

New York State Division of Criminal
Justice Services

Executive Park Tower

Stuyvesant Plaza

Albany, New York 12203

(518) 485-7913; (518) 457-1186-fax

North Carolina

Barry Bryant, Program Coordinator

Division of Governor’s Crime
Commission

Department of Crime Control &
Public Safery

3824 Barrett Drive, Suite 100

Raleigh, North Carolina 27609-7220

(919) 571-4736; (919) 571-4745-fax

North Dakota

LaVerne Lee, Program Director
Domestic Violence/Rape Crisis
Division of Maternal & Child Health
Department of Health

600 East Boulevard

Bismarck, North Dakota 58505-0200
(701) 328-3340; (701) 328-1412-fax

Northern Mariana Islands
Joaquin T. Ogumoro

Executive Director

Criminal Justice Planning Agency
PO. Box 1133 CK

Saipan, Northern Mariana 96950
(670) 664-4550; (670) 664-4560-fax

Ohio

Stephanie Graubner

VAWA Grants Coordinator

Office of Criminal Justice Services
400 East Town Street, Suite 120
Columbus, Ohio 43215

(614) 728-8738; (614) 466-0308-fax

Oklahoma

Gayle Caldwell

Grants Administrator

District Attorneys Council

2200 Classen Boulevard, Suite 1800
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73106
(405) 557-6707; (405) 524-0581-fax

Oregon

Beverlee E. Venell

Grants Coordinator

Criminal Justice Services Division
Department of State Police

400 Public Service Building
Salem, Oregon 97310

(503) 378-3725 ext. 4142;

(503) 378-8282-fax

Pennsylvania

John Kunkle

Manager

Victim Services Program

Commission on Crime &
Delinquency

PO. Box 1167

Harrisburg, PA 17108-1167

(717) 787-2040; (717) 783-7713-fax

Puerto Rico

Lilia Luciano, Project Coordinator
The Commission for Women’s Affairs
Box 11382

Fernandez Juncos Station

San Juan, Puerto Rico 00910

(809) 721-7676; (809) 723-3611-fax

Rhode Island

Barbara Tuchon

Project Director

Governor’s Justice Commission
One Capitol Hill, 4th Floor
Providence, Rhode Island 02908
(401) 277-2620; (401) 277-1294-fax

South Carolina

“BJ” (Barbara Jean) Nelson

Project Administrator

Department of Public Safety

Office of Safety and Grants

5400 Broad River Road

Columbia, South Carolina 292104088
(803) 896-8712; (803) 896-8714-fax
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South Dakota

Susan Sheppick

Administrative Assistant

Domestic Abuse Programs
Department of Social Services

700 Governors Drive

Pierre, South Dakota 57501-2291
(605) 773-4330; (605) 773-6834-fax

Tennessee

Marsha Willis

Director

Office of Criminal Justice Programs

Department of Finance &
Administration

1400 Andrew Jackson Building

Nashville, TN 37243-1700

(615) 741-8277; (615) 532-2989-fax

Texas

Carol Funderburgh

Program Coordinator

Criminal Justice Division

Office of the Governor

RO. Box 12428

Austin, Texas 78711

(512) 463-1919; (512) 475-3155-fax

Utah

Christine Watters

Program Manager

Commission on Criminal & Juvenile
Justice

101 State Capitol

Salt Lake City, Utah 84114

(801) 533-4000; (801) 533-4127-fax

Vermont

Jani Daum

Financial Grants Manager

The Vermont Center for Crime
Victims Services

103 South Main Street

Waterbury, Vermont 05671-2001

(802) 828-5456; (802) 828-3389-fax

Virgin Islands

R. Maria Brady

Director of Victim Witness Services

Office of the Governor

Law Enforcement Planning
Commission

8172 Sub Base, Suite #3

St. Thomas, Virgin Islands 00802-5803

(809) 774-6400; (809) 776-3317-fax

Virginia

Stacy Ruble

VAW Program Analyst

Victims Services Unit

Department of Criminal Justice
Services :

805 FEast Broad Street, 10th Floor

Richmond, Virginia 23219

(804) 225-3900; (804) 371-8981-fax

Washington

Mary Brown

STOP Grant Program Manager

Department of Community, Trade, &
Economic Development

PO. Box 48300

(Street address: 906 Columbia St., SW,
98501)

Olympia, Washington 98504-8300

(360)753-9684; (360)586-0489-fax

West Virginia

Melissa B. Whittington

Justice Programs Administrator

Department of Military Affairs &
Public Safety

Criminal Justice & Highway Safety
Division

1204 Kanawha Boulevard East

Charleston, West Virginia 25301

(304) 558-8814; (304) 558-0391-fax

Wisconsin

Stephen W. Grohmann

Program Coordinator

Office of Justice Assistance

222 State Street, 2nd Floor
Madison, Wisconsin 53702-0001
(608) 266-7488; (608) 266-6676-fax

Wyoming

Ms. Gay Woodhouse

Chief Deputy Attorney General
Office of the Attorney General
123 State Capitol Building
Cheyenne, Wyoming 82002
(307) 777-7841; (307) 777-6869-fax

Violence Against Women Grants Office
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Office of Justice Programs
633 Indiana Avenue, NW
4th Floor
Washington, D.C. 20531

(202) 307-6026
(202) 307-2019 - fax

http://www.ojp.usdoj.gov/VAWGO
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Focus

Resource

Phone

Domestic Violence/

Stalking/Sexual Assault

National College of District Attorneys

713-743-1843

Domestic Violence/

Stalking/Sexual Assault

International Association of Chiefs of Police

800-THE IACP

Domestic Violence/

Stalking/Sexual Assault

Center for the Prevention of Sexual and Domestic
Violence

206-634-1903

Domestic Violence/
Sexual Assault

State Research and State Data Efforts on Domestic
Violence and Sexual Assault—
Justice Research and Statistics Associates

202-842-9330

Vlol]eDn(::r:/?tt;lcking National Resource (Cl\? ﬁté;)({?) Domestic Violence 800-537-2238
Violenee/Statking o etcuom and Custody |+ 800-52-PEACE
Viol]eilc::rer:l/?ttzifking Battered %Tﬁé’ﬁg;‘ stice Project 800-903-0111
Vlolgli?/esstt;lcking Family WOICI(IIC:%/II)’?)VCIMOH Fund 888-RX ABUSE
Viol]e)ni[é}essttallcking National Coahtlor(’l\? X%{;?omemc Violence 303-839-1852
Wolgxocr:/esstglcking Nadional Networl(il\trc&%gvl))omestlc Violence 202-543-0773
Violence/Stalking TR Counet on Fammly Violente) 800-799-7233
onllc?xgél/esstt;ifking American Prosecutors Research Institute - 703-739-0321

Sexual Assault

National Coalition Against Sexual Assault

(NCASA)

717-232-6745

Sexual Assault

National Alliance of Sexual Assault Coalitions

860-282-9881

Domestic Violence

National Clearinghouse for Defense
of Battered Women

215-351-0010

Domestic Violence

Health Resource Center on Domestic Violence,
Family Violence Prevention Fund

800-313-1310

Domestic Violence

Battered Women’s Law Project of the National
Center on Women and Family Law

212-674-8200

All Victims

National Victim Center

703-276-2880

All Victims

National Organization for Victim Assistance

202-232-6682







APPENDIX C

Master Site Visit Protocol

|l. PLANNING PROCESS

The Analytic Issues:

How close did the state process come to a strategic planning model with needs assess-
ment leading to priority setting leading to action in pursuit of long-term goals? How often
and at what stages was planning a political, bureaucratic, or arbitrary process?

Wias the planning process inclusive? Were an appropriate range of agencies, victim advo-
cates, and areas of the state given a voice?

What did the planning process look like—coordination, cooperation, or collaboration?

Ask Lead Agency:

1. Get a brief description of lead agency’s mission, responsibilities, and activities. How
does the STOP project relate to other agency activities in focus area, agencies
involved, and tasks required? How and why was the lead agency selected?

2. What other agencies have worked with you on the STOP grants? Compile a list and note
for each (1) the type of agency (e.g., law enforcement, prosecution, victim services,
courts, corrections, other); (2) whether public or private; and (3) location (state-level or
community-based).

3. Have there been any changes between the first and second years in the partner agencies?
Have any agencies been dropped or added? (If so, please explain what has happened and
why.) Note on the list.
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4.
5.

What additional agencies may become partners and when?

Who actually wrote the plan? How did the writing and review process work?

Ask Lead Agency and Others as Appropriate:

6.

10.

11.

Are there any agencies that wanted to be involved in the planning process in the first
year but were not? What about the second year? Are there any agencies that should
have been involved in the planning process but were not? (Which agencies? What hap-
pened?) What about the second year?

How early in the process did each agency get involved, and what phases of the project
have they been involved in? How did they become involved (invited, volunteered,
fought their way in, etc.)? What role has each agency had? Do the plans call for a
change in their role (advice and review vs. working partners, for example)?

How often and in what forum do partners interact on STOP grant/VAWA tasks (mul-
tidisciplinary working committees, committees composed of representatives from a
single type of agency, etc.)? What are the major topics for discussion? How good is
participation? What limits those that are not very active (politics, budgets, interest)?

Have particular issues or obstacles interfered with collaboration among the partners?
(Describe.) If the obstacles have been overcome, how was the problem soived? If not,
what would help?

How were needs identified (needs surveys, focus groups, public hearings, etc.)? Who
directed the effort and who provided the input? (For example, did staff at battered
women’s shelters survey clients for their perceptions of improvements needed in the
justice system?) How was this useful, and what else might have been done?

What process was used to select between competing needs? What issues came up regard-
ing the need for support for special populations, areas of the state, or particular agencies?

Il. INTERACTIONS WITH THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT

The Analytic Issues:

Are the states complying with the legislative mandates? Which ones are difficult for them?

What comments and suggestions do grantees have about the reporting and state plan
requirements?

Is DOJ providing appropriate guidance and technical support to states?
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Ask the Lead Agency:

12. Do any of the federal requirements connected with the grant pose problems for you?
If yes, please describe.

13. What challenges have the matching funds requirement posed, and how have they been
met?

14. Do you have suggestions for improving the DOJ guidelines and instructions on
preparing the state plan? :

15. Do you have suggestions for improving the DO]J reporting requirements and forms?

16. In general, how timely have DOJ services been, and what effects have any timeliness
problems had?

17. The following activities are intended to help STOP grantees. Which have you partic-
ipated in? For those, what did you find helpful and why? How could the assistance be
improved in the future?

a. The July 1995 conference
b. STOP grants technical assistance conferences (in Quincy, MA, and Seattle, WA)

c. The technical assistance provided by DOJ’s contractor, Joan Kuriansky of the Pennsylvania
Coalition against Domestic Violence

18. What else could DOJ do to facilitate youf work?

Ask All Agencies:

19. Which, if any, of the following federal or federally supported sources for technical
assistance have you used? For those used, what help did you get? Was it satisfactory?

a. National Resource Centers such as the Battered Women’s Justice Project, the Health
Resource Center on Domestic Violence, the Resource Center on Child Protection and
Custody, the National Coalition against Domestic Violence, the Family Violence Prevention
Fund, the National Network to End Domestic Violence, the Center for the Prevention of
Sexual and Domestic Violence, the Pennsylvania Coalition against Domestic Violence

b. The State Justice Institute
c. Federal agencies other than Justice
20. Have you needed some technical assistance that you could not get? Please describe.

21. What do you think of the required split of federal funds across law enforcement, pros-
ecution, and victim services (25 percent each)? How is your state using the 25 percent
discretionary funds? How does your state define “victim services” (not-for-profits
only, victim/witness advocacy programs) for purposes of this requirement?
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Ask Lead Agency, Prosecutor/Court Administrator, and Victim
Service Agencies:

22. What has been done to ensure that sexual assault victims do not pay any expenses for
medical examinations? When were policy changes in this area made? Were they made

in anticipation of the passage of the Violence Against Women Act? What remains to
be done?

23. What has been done to ensure that domestic violence victims don’t pay fees for civil or
criminal charges? When were policy changes in this area made? Were they made in antic-
ipation of the passage of the Violence Against Women Act? What remains to be done?

24. What steps have been taken to recognize protection orders issued in other jurisdictions
(both within your state and across other states)? What else needs to be done in this area?

25. Has your state undertaken special projects or initiatives to combat stalking of victims?
Please describe.

lIl. SUBGRANTS

The Analytic Issues:
How are states administering their STOP grant funds?
Are states developing procedures for monitoring subgrantee performance?

What effect is the federal funding having on which agencies are providing victim services?

Ask Lead Agency:

26. How are/were subgrantees selected (formula basis, competitive bids, etc.)?

27. What kinds of services/projects/activities were mentioned by your agency in requesting
subgrantee applications? How was this determined? Were funding levels for activities in
various areas specified in advance?

28. What 1s/was the schedule for making awards in year 1? In year 2?
29. Who i1s eligible to apply for subgrants?

30. If not formula basis, what factors are rated in selecting subgrantees? Probe for con-
sideration of underserved populations, area of the state, as well as technical ratings,
experience, etc. How strongly do you rate past experience in working in the field of
domestic violence or sexual assault?

31. How will the state track/monitor subgrantee activities? What self-reports will subgrantees
submit, how often, and what information will they provide (e.g., number of personnel
trained or clients served, arrest or prosecution rates, case processing time)? How will this
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information be obtained and how will its accuracy be verified? What monitoring activities
will the state perform (e.g,, site visits), how often, and for what purposes?

32. Will the 25 percent split across law enforcement, prosecution, and victim services be
achieved by funding different projects in each area or by funding projects that involve
and support multiple kinds of agencies and activities?

Ask All Agencies:

33. What changes has the availability of federal funding had on the kinds of agencies
working to combat violence against women and the kinds of new initiatives starting
around the state?

Ask Subgrantees:
34. Please describe your project goals and planned activities.
35. What factors led to the decision to fund your project? Why was it given top priority?

36. How does this project fit into the overall goals and mission of your agency? How does
it fit into or expand ongoing projects/activities?

37. Does the project involve coordination with other agencies? Which agencies? How and
how often will you/do you interact with them?

IV. EVALUATION

The Analytic Issues:
What data resources are available to service providers and evaluators?
What evaluation of STOP projects is planned by the states or subgrantees?

What issues do states and subgrantees want studied in an evaluation?

Ask All Agencies:

38. What databases are currently available on law enforcement, prosecution, victim
services, and/or court services in domestic violence and sexual assault cases? (Make a

list.) Which do you use? Who maintains the database? What data is included?

39. How and by whom are the data reported and used? How often are reports issued?

40. What are the strengths and weaknesses of the available set of databases in terms of
coverage of kinds of offenses, areas of the state, access to all who need information,
and ability of the systems to be linked? .
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41.
42.

What information do you need that you cannot get?

Can victims or perpetrators be tracked over time?

Ask Lead Agency and Any Subgrantees Interviewed:

43.

44.

45

Does state monitoring of subgrantees include quantitative performance monitoring?
Were the indicators selected by the state or by the subgrantee? Does it include impact
evaluation? Does the state require assessment of specific impact objectives?

Do you plan a state evaluation of the impact of STOP activities (e.g., changes in atu-
tudes, professional practices, clients’ welfare and satisfaction)? How will the appro-
priate goals to be measured be determined? Who will conduct the impact assessment,
using what methods? How will it be reported, and how will the findings be used?

. What do you think are the most important issues/activities for evaluation? Why are

these the critical issues? What would you want to learn from an evaluation of these
activities?

V. GAPS AND BARRIERS

The Analytic Issues:

What are the major needs/gaps in training? In victim services? In the law? In policy devel-
opment? In population coverage?

What barriers to interagency coordination exist (1) within and across law enforcement, pros-
ecution, victim services, and health or social service agencies and (2) between criminal justice
agencies and agencies providing victim services, health care, child welfare, or other social services?

Ask All Agencies:

46.
47.

48.

49.
50.
51.

In your view, are any changes in state law needed in the violence against women area?

How developed are the policies and practices of law enforcement agencies and prose-
cutors” offices, given opportunities allowed and restrictions imposed by the law? Do
they tend to take full advantage of the opportunities allowed by law, or does practice
lag behind legislative provisions? How does this vary across the state?

How and how well do law enforcement, prosecution, courts, and victim services agencies
work together?

What, if any, are the statewide standards for law enforcement and prosecutorial practice?
How could services to victims be improved in your area?

How could law enforcement and prosecution practices be improved in your area?
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Ask Law Enforcement Agency:

52.

53.

54,

What do you think of the content, quality, and availability of current training of law
enforcement officers in domestic violence? How about sexual assault? How much and
what kind of training is required of recruits? How about in-service training?

Do you think more trammg is needed? If yes, please describe who needs more train-
ing and what kind of training they need. How does this vary across the state?

What proportion of law enforcement officers in the state have 7ot been trained and
are not likely to be trained in the near future?

55.What law enforcement agencies are there in your state (e.g., state police, municipal police,

56.

county sheriffs)? Briefly, what are the basic duties of each type? How are they coordi-
nated across the state or in regional areas? Are there any means of central control or does
each agency operate independently? What happens when cases span jurisdictions?

How many law enforcement agencies have internal units which specialize in domestic
violence and/or sexual assault? How do these units work? What other special
approaches to sexual assault and domestic violence are used within law enforcement?

Ask Prosecution Agency:

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

What prosecution agencies are there in your state (e.g., city attorney’s office, district
attorney’s office, general attorney’s office)? Please briefly describe the kinds of
domestic violence cases and sexual assault cases handled by each.

How many prosecution agencies have internal units which specialize in domestic vio-
lence and/or sexual assault? How do these units work? What other special approach-
es to sexual assault and domestic violence are used within prosecution agencies?

What do you think of the content, quality, and availability of current training of pros-

‘ecutors in domestic violence? How about sexual assault? How much and what kind of

training is required of new prosecutors? How about in-service training?

Do you think more training is needed? If yes, please describe who needs more train-
ing and what kind of training they need. How does this vary across the state?

What proportion of prosecutors in the state have not been trained and are not likely to
be trained in the near future?

What are the different levels of courts in which domestic violence cases are prosecut-
ed in this state? Which courts handle sexual assault cases? How are they coordinated
within an area? How about across jurisdictions?

How many prosecution agencies have internal units which specialize in domestic vio-
lence and/or sexual assault? How do these units work? What other special approaches,
such as vertical prosecution, are used?.
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Ask Victim Service Agencies:

64. Are victims served mainly by publicly funded agencies or by private or nonprofit
agencies? Do the private-sector and public-sector victim service agencies serve differ-
ent populations or provide different kinds of services? Do they coordinate their activ-
ities? Please describe how.

65. What gaps do you see in the kinds or level of services available to victims? How well
are victims in rural areas served? How about immigrants? Women of color? Other
special populations?

66. What effect has the STOP grant program had on the availability of services, who 1s
providing services, and the population served? Have STOP grant activities changed
the relationship between victim service providers and the police and courts?

67. Has there been a shift from nonprofit to government in providing victim services?
Have there been shifts in the background or qualifications of those engaged in victim
services?
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1. One state had not awarded any subgrants by the end of December 1996. Most of the
15 states that did not report all of their funds reported two-thirds or more, but 2
reported as little as 30 percent. Some states chose to award their remaining FY 1995
funds in conjunction with their FY 1996 funds, in some cases because they did not
receive acceptable subgrant applications.

2. To make a protection or restraining order issued in one jurisdiction or state valid in
another, so the officials of the second jurisdiction will enforce it, the second jurisdic-
tion must accord the order the “full faith and credit” that it would give to one of its
own orders.

3. See Chapter 1 for a description of constructing this database.

4. Assignment to a category is not the same as which type of agency received the sub-
grant. For instance, a victim service agency could receive a subgrant to train prosecu-
tors, and the subgrant would be assigned to the prosecution category. Or, a state sta-
tistical agency could receive a subgrant to develop a uniform statewide incident
reporting form for law enforcement, and the subgrant would be assigned to the law
enforcement category.

5. The vast majority of grants (91 percent) were funded from a single category, but when
muluple categories were used the amount was prorated for this analysis by the number
of categories. ‘

6. For subgrants that addressed more than one purpose area (30 percent of all subgrahts),
we allocated the funding across purpose areas as indicated on the Subgrant Award
Report.

7. When subgrants focused on more than one type of violence, the funding was prorat-
ed for the number of focus areas or the relative emphasis on each (when available).

8. This analysis only includes 528 of the 765 subgrants (69 percent), since information
on underserved populations was not systematically available for the rest.

O

. Only 528 of the 765 subgrants (69 percent) had this information available.

10.Several states explained that they have a fairly well-developed court-based data system,
but little STOP grant-related analysis was being done with the data. In one communi-
ty, a court monitoring program had extensive data on perpetrator treatment program
attendance and recidivism, but again these were not being used for analytical purposes.














